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This study explored the relationship of principals' and 
teachers' attitudes and perceptions toward a site based participatory 
decision making model that was implemented in a small school district. 
The main variables were the teachers' and principals' attitudes 
regarding the process, their attitudes regarding how the process was 
functioning in their schools, and their perceptions regarding areas for 
teacher involvement in the process.
The study incorporated quantitative and qualitative features. 
The quantitative design included a forty question survey. Thirty 
questions incorporated a Likert like scale, six questions were 
demographic in character, and four questions were open-ended by design.
The study was initiated with the school district in the fall of 
1989. Four principals and eighty-two teachers in six schools 
participated in the study. The analysis of variance (ANOVA), Tukey-B, 
and t-test statistical procedures were used to test the quantitative 
research questions.
The qualitative data collection procedures included a review of 
the district's documentation, participant observation of committee 
processes, and formal and informal interviews. The qualitative study 
identified themes that influenced the success, or, lack of success of 
the decision making process.
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The investigator concluded that the district's principals and 
teachers were inclined to agree with the tenets of the decision making 
model. Nonetheless, there were differences in how the process was 
functioning at several sites. The process had not been adopted at two 
sites, three sites had moderate success, and one site was generally 
pleased with its progress. Teachers at the sites that had adopted the 
process tended to believe it was functioning moderately well and 
believed they were significantly involved in many site decisions.
The investigator concluded that there were a number of 
deterrents that hindered the implementation process. These deterrents 
included the lack of a district-wide training strategy, inadequate 
administrative support, insufficient process clarity, an imbalance of 
information sharing, and teacher discomfort with being "at-risk" with 
his or her own ideas.
The primary benefits were increased involvement with greater 
influence in the decision making process, a greater awareness of the 





There is a considerable body of literature that recommends the 
site based participatory decision making model for schools. John 
Goodlad (1984), in his book, A Place Called School. defines the site 
based participatory process as "a genuine decentralization of authority 
and responsibility to the local school within a framework designed to 
assure school-to-school equity and a measure of accountability"
(p. 275). He further states:
The guiding principle being put forward here is that the school 
must become largely self-directing. The people connected with 
it must develop a capacity for effecting renewal and establish 
mechanisms for doing this (p. 276).
The school site is where the educational activities are manifested. The 
academic momentum in most high schools is found in the particular 
departments, not in any central curriculum office (Sizer 1984, 90). 
Efforts at school improvement must consider the school as "a system of 
interacting parts, each affecting the other" (Goodlad 1984, 31). Thus, 
school improvement is primarily a school-by-school process.
Site based participatory decision making is a mechanism that 
provides a foundation for the school-by-school improvement tenet. 
Participatory management is a system in an organization that is based on 
the group process of decision making, goal setting, problem-solving, and 
developing and implementing change (Sashkin 1982). A key component in
1
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participatory decision making at the school site level is the teacher
functioning as an active participant in a range of decisions. Thompson
and Tuden (1969) suggest that all members in a collegial organization
have the right to participate in the decision making processes that
influence their operation. Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, and
Thurston (1980) identify schools as organizations where the members have
the right to participate in decision making that affects their
activities. Tanner and Tanner (1987) stress that participatory decision
making "communicates the principal's confidence in teachers as
professionals" (p. 471). The importance of teacher participation in
decisions in the school was summarized by Sergiovanni et al. (1980):
The bulk of decisions made by administrators deal with 
situations involving professionally trained colleagues. These 
colleagues generally assume vast responsibility for the work 
they do, are counted upon to be self-disciplining, and find much 
of their rewards in the self-actualizing characteristics of 
their work. Under such conditions, faculties become important 
decision making bodies in which professional information is 
shared, professional judgment exercised, and the majority of 
colleagues establish general standards about conduct and 
practice (p. 363).
Marburger (1985) suggests that the best reason for implementing 
site based participatory decision making is epitomized in the Monroe 
County, Florida, school district's philosophy about why they adopted the 
process:
1. When persons who will be affected by decisions participate 
and share in making those decisions, better decisions are 
made.
2. When persons are involved in making decisions, they have 
more ownership and commitment to the outcomes.
3. People who function closest to decisions that must be made 
and who are involved in operating as a result of those 
decisions are in the best position to help make decisions 
affecting that operation.
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4. When decisions affecting a school center and the educational 
programs provided by that school center are made by the 
persons responsible for implementation and outcomes of the 
program, the school can respond more effectively to the 
needs of its students and the community it serves.
5. If school centers and teachers are to be accountable for 
results, they should share in making decisions about how the 
school center will operate (p. 21).
Site based participatory decision making, as described by 
Marburger, is a process that decentralizes the local school, empowering 
the principal, teachers, parents, and the school's community. This 
decision making model usually has the support of parents. As Goodlad 
(1984) has observed:
Most parents perceived the important decisions, even for their 
own school, to be made by the superintendent and board-a 
perception shared by principals and teachers. Most would shift 
more power to the local site, away from district 
superintendents, board members, and both state and federal 
lawmakers. Most would increase the decision making role of 
parents, parent associations, and lay advisory councils. But 
they would not elevate their authority above the professional 
individuals and groups or the board (p. 273).
Without the involvement and support of teachers, the site based
participatory decision making model will not be effective. As Gross and
Gross (1974) state:
If teachers see proposed changes threatening their vital 
interests, they will oppose, resist, and ignore those changes.
And in the end, they will defeat them. Even if the school 
boards and administrators mandate the reform, these changes will 
not come about in the classrooms except through the teachers, 
who are the inescapable conduits of change under the present 
setup. Moreover, with the increasing strength of teacher 
unions, the decisive influence of the individual teacher in his 
or her classroom is augmented by the collective force of the 
profession (p. 2).
Principals are also endowed with the power to restrain change in 
the decision making process. Knezevich (1984) uses the phrase, "as the 
principal, so the school" to suggest the considerable influence that a
4
principal is able to exert on a school (p. 335). Sarason (1974) 
suggests that proposals for decentralization often do not recognize the 
role of the principal.
Any proposal for change that intends to alter the quality of 
life in the school depends primarily on the principal. One can 
realign forces of power, change administrative structures, and 
increase budgets for materials and new personnel, but the 
intended effects of all these changes will be drastically 
diluted by principals whose past experiences and training, 
interacting with certain personality factors, ill prepares 
them for the role of educational and intellectual leader. . . .
I have too often witnessed when the new policies are stated and 
then implemented: The more things change the more they remain 
the same (p. 53).
As has been described, there are two major players at each 
school site: the principal and teachers. Accepting this notion, one of 
the administrative challenges in education is to enhance participatory 
decision making by providing the conditions, setting the tone, and 
incorporating a structure that will encourage individual and group 
growth and responsibility.
Need for the Study
In the participatory decision making model, teachers are 
participating cooperatively with other teachers, administrators, 
parents, and at times, students in the process of making decisions at 
the school site level. The principal's authority and responsibilities 
will increase, as will that of teachers and parents (Marburger 1985,
19). Marburger suggests that there is no right way to activate the site 
based participatory decision making model as each school is "unique"
(p. 27). He distinguishes site based participatory decision making as 
"a process, not a prescription" and identifies the one thing that they 
all have in common: "they reorganize the school district's decision
5
making structure so that a significant number of decisions that directly 
or indirectly affect the education of children are made at the level of 
the local school" (p. 27).
In A Place called School, Goodlad (1984) concluded that the most
satisfying school climate for teachers was one where teachers were
involved in the decision making process (p. 259). Tanner and Tanner
(1987) suggested that teachers should have "full participation in
decision making" (p. 492). Schneider (1984), investigating the extent
that teachers should be involved in decision making, found the teachers
in her survey who perceived themselves as highly involved in decision
making had a "significantly higher level of job satisfaction" than
teachers with medium or low involvement (p. 29). She concluded that:
administrators should provide, to the greatest extent possible, 
opportunities for teachers who are affected by a decision, 
interested in the decision, and/or knowledgeable about the 
decision to be involved in making the decision (p. 31).
Even though research suggests that participatory decision making 
is a productive administrative style, there is a question as to whether 
it is being practiced in schools (Sousa 1982), and if practiced, how 
effective is the participatory decision making process. Goodlad's 
(1984) study concluded that teachers "rarely worked together on some 
school-based issue or problem" (p. 279). If teachers are to have "full 
participation in decision making," as Tanner and Tanner believe, are 
principals currently capable of providing the leadership necessary to 
cause this participation? Goodlad (1984) asserts that most principals 
"lacked major skills and abilities" necessary to cultivate school 
improvement (p. 306). He further attests:
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They did not know how to select problems likely to provide 
leverage for schoolwide improvement, how to build a long-term 
agenda, how to assure some continuity of business from faculty 
meeting to faculty meeting, how to secure and recognize a 
working consensus, and on and on (p. 306).
Basic consideration will be given in this study to the methods 
used by the district's principals to adopt site based participatory 
decision making at each site. This study is important because it 
provides quantitative and qualitative data on principal and teacher 
variables concerning a site based participatory decision making method 
as implemented in a small school district with a student population less 
than three thousand. The study will assist the district in which the 
study is being conducted to determine whether to continue, continue with 
modifications, or abandon its efforts to implement the adopted site 
based participatory decision making model. The study will also provide 
avenues of inquiry that other researchers may consider within the 
specifics of their own studies.
Purpose of the Study
This study will examine the relationship of principals' and 
teachers' attitudes and perceptions toward the implementation of a site 
based participatory decision making model that was implemented in a 
small school district with a student population of less than three 
thousand. The study will describe the specific variables that 




The study was delimited to:
1. The six school sites in a small school district that had adopted a 
five year school improvement plan that incorporated a site based 
participatory decision making model.
2. The participatory approach to decision making in this setting.
3. The elements identified by the investigator that related to the 
implementation of site based participatory decision making in the 
host school district. These factors were identified from the 
respondent answers to the survey instrument, as well as through 
analytical induction of the data acquired through the qualitative 
process.
4. The use of a nonstandardized assessment tool to study the 
relationship of principals' and teachers' attitudes and perceptions 
toward the implementation of a site based participatory decision 
making model that was implemented in a small school district. The 
Site Based Shared Decision Making Opinionnaire (henceforth referred 
to as Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey) (see appendix 
A) was developed by Eric A. Witherspoon with the assistance of 
educational administration personnel knowledgeable in the field of 
administrative leadership. The survey was further studied and 
adapted by this investigator with the assistance of educational 
administration personnel knowledgeable in the field of 
administrative leadership (see appendix B).
5. The school board, administrative staff, teachers, secretarial staff, 
and patron committees in the school district.
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6. The data gathering by this investigator from existing school
district documents written between the summer of 1985 and the spring 
of 1990 that have a specific relationship to the district's site 
based participatory decision making process.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made in designing this study:
1. Principals are in key positions to facilitate or obstruct the site 
based participatory decision making process in a school district.
2. Site based participatory decision making is a process that can lead 
to school improvement.
3. When properly implemented, site based participatory decision making 
may bring about a feeling of ownership in participants in the 
decision making process.
4. The implementation of site based participatory decision making in 
the school district studied is typical of the training and 
implementation used by many other school districts across the United 
States. Accepting the uniqueness of schools, the investigator 
suggests that the variables in the school district in this study 
could be found in other school districts with settings and 
circumstances similar to the district where this study was 
conducted.
5. The attitudes and perceptions of teachers regarding site based 
participatory decision making are representative of teachers in 
other similar school districts.
6. Teachers' responses to the Site Based Participatory Decision Making 
Survey provided valid, reliable, and appropriate data.
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7. The Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey was 
appropriately administered, responded to accurately, and interpreted 
appropriately.
8. The site decision making master list developed by the investigator 
for the formal interviews at each site to acquire qualitative data 
as perceived by school beard members, administrative personnel, 
certified, and non-certified staff provided valid, reliable, and 
appropriate data.
Definitions
For the purpose of this study the following terms, phrases, and 
operational definitions were used:
Site based participatory decision making. An orderly process 
that can be taught to teachers, administrators, parents, community 
representatives, and selected students to involve the people affected by 
the decision by giving them an active role in making the decision.
School board. Elected state officials who serve as members of 
the board of education.
Site council or site committee. A participatory decision making 
team at the school site that typically includes the principal and 
teacher representatives. Additional members may include parents, 
community members, students, and support staff.
Research Questions
The following research questions were investigated through this
study:
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Question #1: Do the attitudes differ between all principals and 
all teachers at the school sites regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process?
Question #2: Do the attitudes differ between all principals and 
all teachers at the school sites on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning?
Question #3: Do the perceptions differ between all principals 
and all teachers at the school sites regarding areas for teacher 
involvement in the site based participatory decision making process?
Question #4: Do the attitudes differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school sites regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process?
Question #5: Do the attitudes differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school sites on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning?
Question #6: Do the perceptions differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school sites regarding areas for teacher involvement 
in the site based participatory decision making process?
Question #7: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among the six 
school sites regarding the site based participatory decision making 
process?
Question #8: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among the six 
school sites on how the site based participatory decision making process 
was functioning?
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Question #9: Do the perceptions of teachers differ among the six 
school sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site based 
participatory decision making process?
Question #10: Do the attitudes of the principal regarding the 
site based participatory decision making process differ from the 
attitudes of teachers on how the site based participatory decision 
making process was functioning at each school site?
Question #11: What elements have influenced the implementation 
of the site based participatory decision making process at the six 
school sites as evidenced in the four open ended Site Based 
Participatory Decision Making Survey questions?
Question #12: What elements have influenced the implementation 
of the site based participatory decision making process at the six 
school sites as evidenced by formal and informal interviews, 
observations, and a review of the district's documents.
Chapter I included an introduction, the reason the study was 
necessary, the purpose of the study, delimitations, assumptions, 
definitions, and a list of the research questions. Chapter II 
introduces a review of the literature that is relevant to this study. 
Specific attention will be given to the research related variables that 
influence the adoption of a site based participatory decision making 
process.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The 1980s were characterized by decrees calling for educational
reform for the nation's public schools. One such report in 1983 to the
public, as well as to the Department of Education, was the document, A
Nation at Risk. This report stated:
Our Nation is at risk. . . . the educational foundations of our 
society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of 
mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a 
people. . . .  If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to 
impose on America the mediocre educational performance that 
exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act of war 
(p. 5).
Implications of this and similar reports gave researchers 
impetus for further study in the area of effective schools. This 
research has shown that schools can improve, that students can succeed. 
However, it seems school improvement will not come easily. Purkey and 
Smith (1983) believed that:
Genuine reform . . .  is predicated on finding solutions to 
relatively complex problems and devising policies that will 
implant those solutions across the spectrum of schools that 
comprise public education. There are not now, as there have 
never been, simple answers to the questions of what is wrong 
with our schools and how they can be changed (p. 1).
In recent years there has been a dichotomy in trends to 
improve schools. Passow (1989) maintains that on one side you have a 
movement to greater centralization, "a growing legalization of the
12
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educational process, and an increase in the state's monitoring and
accounting activity" (p. 32). While on the other side:
there has been a recognition of the need for local district 
involvement in all aspects of reform and the school improvement 
process-staff development, curriculum development, instructional 
strategies, materials and supplies, new technologies, and 
governance (p. 32).
The movement toward more state involvement in the local 
educational process is apparently due to a lack of trust by the state of 
local school officials. Kirst (1989) maintains that "state governments 
do not believe that local authorities pay sufficient attention to the 
curriculum quality, teacher evaluation, and academic standards" (p. 66).
However, Kirst (1989) asserts that there are multiple 
educational levels guiding efforts to school improvement, including 
decentralized processes. There is not a "single central control point," 
driving educational improvement, but instead a loosely coupled "elevated 
oligopoly" (p. 69). These multiple points of impact on school 
improvement include "higher authorities, outside interests, local 
agencies," and the local educational system (p. 69).
By 1986 a growing body of research data suggested that top-down 
regulations as a means to school improvement were not effective (Futrell 
1989; Sutherie 1986). These researchers, as well as others, suggested 
that school improvement will happen when the decision making process is 
shifted from a centralized system to one that is orchestrated at the 
school site through participation of the school's principal, teachers, 
and parents (Futrell 1989; Carr 1988; Burns and Howes 1988; Sergiovanni 
1987; Sutherie 1986; House and Boetz 1979). Sirotnik (Sergiovanni 1989) 
argued that "people who live and work in complex organizations like
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schools need to be thoroughly involved in their own improvement efforts, 
if significant and enduring organizational change" is to happen (p.
106).
Site based management, a decentralized decision making process 
at the building level, has been identified as one of the fundamental 
elements of effective schools (Futrell 1989; Mojkowski and Fleming 1988; 
Guthrie 1986; Smith and Purkey 1985). David (1986b) suggested that site 
based management is being implemented today by school districts to 
change the traditional educational delivery system through the process 
of empowering teachers at the site level (p. 45). This empowerment will 
create a dialogue that will expedite the self-renewal process at the 
school site.
Goodlad (1984) concluded that schools must become self renewing. 
Goodlad states:
The people connected with it must develop a capacity for 
effecting renewal and establish mechanisms for doing this.
Then, if drug use emerges as a problem, these mechanisms of 
self-renewal can be used to attack it. . . . Existing processes 
involving the identification of problems, the gathering of 
relevant data, discussion, the formulation of solutions, and the 
monitoring of actions take care of both business as usual and 
change (p. 276).
Site based management is a relatively new method of school 
management that is being tried in a number of school districts 
throughout the United States. The definitions have been many. Jenni 
(1990) states, "SBM (site based management) involves the delegation of 
authority for managing a school to persons who work in that school or 
are clients or tax paying community members within that school's 
boundaries" (p. 1).
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After reviewing over two hundred documents on site based 
management, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) described site based 
management as:
a form of decentralization. Site based management identifies 
the individual school as the primary unit of improvement and 
relies on the redistribution of decision making authority as the 
primary means through which improvements might be stimulated and 
sustained (p. 32).
Site based management has been characterized as a mechanism that 
gives the authority and responsibility for the decision making process 
to the individual school site. Site based management is a school 
improvement process developed and implemented at the school site level 
and includes decision making participation from the principal, teachers, 
parents, and at times, students (Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990; Cawelti 
1989; Dreyfuss 1988; Mojkowski and Fleming 1988; Marburger 1985;
Lindelow 1980).
Site based management has even greater breadth as an operating 
system. It changes the authority and responsibility of participants 
within each school site, as well as the authority and responsibility of 
the participants in the central office (Elmore 1988; Lindelow 1981; 
Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) 
defined site based management as a decision making process that included 
the schools' staff, students, and parents making most of the decisions 
regarding personnel, budget, and curriculum. The central administration 
withdraws from the conventional role of "dictating the individual 
schools' actions to a role of facilitating those actions. The central 
office also acts as a coordinator, evaluator, and 'watchdog' over 
individual schools' actions" (pp. 91-92).
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However, site based management is not a set of fixed operating 
rules. It is not a prescription as it is designed to operate 
differently "from one district to the next and from one school to the 
next and from one year to the next" (David 1989b, 52). As an example, 
it is possible, though not common, to decentralize from the central 
office to the school site without decentralizing beyond the 
principalship at the school site.
Goldman and Dunlap (1990) summarized three fairly independent
meanings of the term site based management:
First, and most obvious, it implies decentralization of the 
decision-making process from the district to the building level, 
without implying how much is "enough." School districts already 
differ substantially in decentralization: some are controlled 
tightly from district or regional headquarters; in others, each 
school is its own "foxhole." Note, however, that 
decentralization to the school building does not necessarily 
imply decentralization at the building. Schools already differ 
greatly on the extent of curriculum standardization, and teacher 
autonomy, so "site-based management" could have diverse meanings 
in different places.
Second, site-based management implies an attempt to match 
educational programs to specific characteristics of students, 
teachers, and the community in which the school is located. 
Site-basing implies that substantial differences in curricular 
strategies between school building, even within the same 
district, are not only permitted but encouraged.
Third, site-based management for many educators implies 
participative management. One of the apparent advantages of 
site-basing is its ability to use the knowledge and energy of 
participants-teachers, parents, students. Some mechanism for 
empowering participants is usually seen as a requirement for 
effecting site-based management (pp. 3-4).
David (1989b), in her review of research on site based 
management, concluded that site based management currently employed a 
wide range of practices. Most practices evidenced one or more of the 
following:
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1. some marginal choice about staffing,
2. a small discretionary budget for materials or staff 
development,
3. a mechanism for teachers to be involved in certain 
decisions,
4. an annual performance report, and
5. a role for parents, either through an advisory group, 
membership on a decision-making group, or through some form 
of parent choice (p. 50).
Analysts of site based management identified three primary areas 
of decision making that become the responsibility of the participants at 
the site level: budget, personnel, and curriculum (Koppich, Brown, and 
Amsler 1990; David 1989a; Clune and White 1988; Smith, Mazzarella, and 
Piele 1981). Decisions in these areas, many previously made by the 
central office, are now generated by the site principal with varying 
degrees of participation from teachers and parents. Why has there been 
a movement away from the centralized decision making model? Sizer 
(1984) identified six defects in the centralized decision making system:
1. It forces us in large measure to overlook special local 
conditions, particularly school-by-school differences.
Students differ, teachers differ, administrators differ, and 
the chemistry between them in one setting at one time is not 
quite like any other. Communities vary in what they want 
and need.
2. Bureaucracy depends on the specific, the measurable. Large, 
complex units need simple ways of describing themselves, so 
those aspects of school-keeping which can be readily 
quantified often become the only forms of representation.
The endless and exclusive talk of attendance rates, dropout 
rates, test scores, suspension rates, teachers' rank in 
class in their colleges, reminds one of Vietnam War body 
counts.
3. Large administrative units depend on norms, the bases of 
predictability. Inevitably, a central tendency becomes the 
rigid expectation. Insisting on strict norms-which 
hierarchical bureaucracies require in order to function-is 
wasteful and in some cases unfair.
4. Centralized planning requires a high level of specificity.
In a people-intensive industry a certain objective is likely 
to be carried out if it is assigned to particular 
professionals who are held specifically accountable for its
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execution. Bureaucracies depend on elaborate job 
descriptions; they cannot function without them.
5. Bureaucracies lumber. Once regulations, collective 
bargaining agreements, and licensure get installed, change 
comes hard. Every regulation, agreement, and license spawns 
a lobby dedicated to keeping it in place. The larger and 
more complex the hierarchy, the more powerful the lobby 
becomes, ever more remote from frustrated classroom 
teachers, poorly served students, and angry parents.
6. Hierarchical bureaucracy stifles initiative at its base, 
given the idiosyncracies of adolescents, the fragility of 
their motivation, and the need for their teachers and 
principals to be strong, inspiring, and flexible people, 
this aspect of the system can be devastating. One sees it 
in the demoralization of many teachers and in the 
explanations able college students give for not taking up 
high school teaching as a career (p. 209).
If the hierarchical system of decision making is extensively
flawed, why does it continue to flourish in the public school systems?
Sizer (1984) identified seven reasons:
1. It is an important democratic ritual, and graduation is a 
sort of secular bar mitzvah. All societies, even the most 
"modern," need their folkways, social signposts to mark 
citizens' progress through life. Leaving high school is one 
of these.
2. Most people dislike change. Predictability eases minds, and 
in times of turmoil one especially values the familiar.
3. The existing hierarchies are comfortable for the people at 
the top of school bureaucracy.
4. Some of the hierarchical bureaucracy's persistence is due to 
its very ineffectiveness. As long as the folk at the top 
accept the notion that high school should be 
"comprehensive," then anything someone at the base wants to 
add is almost surely acceptable, as long as money is 
available and the norms of operation are observed.
5. Reformers are impatient. They want quick results, so they 
accept the constraints and try to work within them.
6. The internal structure of most high schools is complicated. 
Trying to change one piece affects every other, causing all 
sorts of political flak.
7. The students accept the system. For them, school is a rite 
of passage, and they accept it, even though they may be 
bored by much of it (p. 211).
However, there seems to be little doubt that the educational 
delivery system is in a state of change. Implementation of
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participatory decision making processes, as in site based management, is 
evident throughout the United States.
Goodlad (1984), a proponent of decentralization, has made the 
following observation:
Most parents perceived the important decisions, even for their 
own school, to be made by the superintendent and board-a 
perception shared by principals and teachers. Most would shift 
more power to the local site, away from district 
superintendents, board members, and both state and federal 
lawmakers. Most would increase the decision-making role of 
parents, parent associations, and lay advisory councils. But 
they would not elevate their authority above the professional 
individuals and groups or the board (p. 273).
Schools function as a public trust. As such, school districts 
must reflect the values of the public they serve. It will be 
increasingly more difficult to maintain hierarchical, top-down styles of 
leadership while the population demands greater power and decision 
making authority (Kanter 1981).
Site Based Management and Decision Making 
A school district that is moving toward site based management 
is, at the same time, moving toward a more participative management 
system. Likert and Likert (1976) would characterize such a move in 
organizational systems theory terms, as a movement from System 1 or 2 
management behavior to a System 4 type of management behavior. Likert 
and Likert (1976) describe System 1 as management having no confidence 
or trust in subordinates. Most goals are set and decisions made at the 
top with communications/commands flowing down. The top-down process 
often results in subordinates' resistance to management goals. They 
describe System 2 managers as having little confidence or trust in 
subordinates. In this system most decisions are made at the top;
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however, there may be a structure for some decision making at the lower 
levels. Faith in employees increases in System 3 as Likert and Likert 
(1976) see it. System 3 management has greater trust and confidence in 
subordinates. However, major policy decisions continue to be made at 
the top level. Nonetheless, an increasing number of decisions are made 
at a lower level. Communication flows in both directions. In System 4 
Likert and Likert (1976) describe the manager as having total trust and 
confidence in subordinates. Communication flows in all directions and 
decision making is shared by all in the System 4 organization. System 4 
may be characterized as a relationships-oriented management system. A 
System 4 organization will have most participants striving for the same 
goals.
As with the continuum on Likert and Likert's (1976) 
organizational system theory, site based management functions on a 
continuum of participation. Each school site has different 
characteristics and must design a decision making process that models 
the needs of its own site (Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). To 
illustrate, some school districts have collective bargaining agreements 
that require site principals to involve teachers in decision making 
while other site principals are only encouraged to do so (Smith, 
Mazzarella, and Piele 1981).
The benefits of participatory decision making are well 
documented. Howes and McCarthy (1982) studied the effects of 
participative management in a suburban school district. They found that 
participative management contributed to wider staff participation in 
decision making, increased staff acceptance as an operating process,
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improved administrator-staff relations, and reduced staff-administrator 
conflict over the decision making process.
Participative decision making can also improve schools by 
fostering better decisions and the implementation of those decisions 
(Smith, Mazzarella, and Pi ele 1981). They report that "broader 
participation increases the number of different viewpoints and interests 
that are expressed and considered while a decision is being made, and 
this, in turn, may encourage better decisions" (p. 153).
Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) identified three generalized 
categories illustrating why principals should share the decision making 
process with teachers. In the first category, Smith, Mazzarella, and 
Piele (1981) believe that better decisions are made, that there is 
better employee morale, and that the relationship between management and 
staff is better. Second, there is currently a democratization movement 
where "teachers, parents, and other community members are clamoring for 
a piece of the decision-making pie" (p. 152). Smith, Mazzarella, and 
Piele (1981) state:
The writing is on the wall: If school administrators do not 
voluntarily share their power, they risk forced rearrangement of 
the power structure of education through political means. If, 
however, educational administrators do voluntarily share their 
power with subordinates and the clients of the school system, 
they can have the best of both worlds: professional control of 
the schools and access to the huge potential for improved 
education that participative management provides (p. 152).
The third benefit of teacher involvement in the decision making process
is that it reduces the "adversarial relationship" between staff and
administration (p. 152).
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David (1989b) researched school based management and its related 
areas and found that the rationale for site based management was 
tethered to two conventional propositions:
1. The school is the primary decision-making unit; and, its 
corollary, decisions should be made at the lowest possible 
level.
2. Change requires ownership that comes from the opportunity to 
participate in defining change and the flexibility to adapt 
it to individual circumstances; the corollary is that change 
does not result from externally imposed procedures (p. 46).
Mitchell (1990), in Site-Based Decision Making, identified eight
reasons to adopt the site based participatory decision making process.
Mitchell suggested that shared leadership:
1. is consistent with principles of democracy;
2. results in greater consensus and commitment to goals;
3. produces better decisions;
4. produces higher commitment to implement decisions;
5. raises staff satisfaction;
6. raises staff productivity (efforts and cooperation);
7. improves information flow and communication; and
8. improves implementation (p. 6).
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) identified site based management 
as one of the "hottest" reforms in management today (p. 30). These 
researchers reviewed nearly two hundred documents and found that 
proponents of site based management espoused the process as a way to 
school improvement. They claimed site based management:
1. Enables site participants to exert substantial influence on 
school policy decisions,
2. Enhances employee morale and motivation,
3. Strengthens the quality of school-wide planning processes,
4. Stimulates instructional improvements,
5. Fosters the development of characteristics associated with 
effective schools, and
6. Improves the academic achievement of students (p. 32).
However, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) were less than
enthusiastic about the authenticating of benefits suggested by
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proponents of site based management. These researchers found a lack of 
empirical research on site based management with most documentation 
based on "project descriptions, status reports, or advocacy pieces"
(p. 30).
In a related study Jenni and Mauriel (1990) examined factors 
that seemed to influence the attitude held by site council members as to 
the success of site based management in their schools. These 
researchers generally found that participants did not feel "empowered," 
even though they gave moderately high ratings to the site based 
management process (p. 15). At the elementary level, teachers "feel 
goals and objectives of the site councils are being met and they give 
SBM high marks, but they feel only moderate influence over decisions"
(p. 16). These researchers postulated that elementary teachers are 
satisfied with a process as long as the goals are being met and are less 
concerned about influencing the decision making process.
Jenni and Mauriel (1990) found that secondary teachers rated 
site based management as an effective process lower than did elementary 
teachers. They also found a higher correlation between the teachers' 
view on their influence in the decision making process and the overall 
perceptions teachers had of the site based management process (Jenni and 
Mauriel 1990). These researchers stated that "for secondary teachers, 
it appears more important to be able to influence decision making than 
it does for elementary teachers" (p. 16). Additional findings by Jenni 
and Mauriel (1990) were:
1. It is also important, in the eyes of secondary teachers, for 
the board and central office to be supportive of SBM, while 
elementary teachers did not seem to care so much about the
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board and central office support, but were very concerned 
about the principal's support.
2. The score a person gave to the SBM process was highly 
related to the degree to which that person felt the 
principal supported the program (pp. 16-17).
Jenni and Mauriel (1990) settled on two plausible conclusions
about site based management in the sixteen schools studied. The first,
that site based management was a success even though the decision making
process had not moved into the areas of curriculum and instruction.
This possibility suggests "that constituents in a school are more
concerned with delivery means, with communication, and with areas
outside of the academic classroom than they are with the core curriculum
and teaching in the school" (p. 18). The second explanation is that
site based management was viewed by teachers as a reasonable success
because the process allows the members to become involved in the
"communication and public relations aspects of the school" (p. 18).
Martin (1990) studied the effects of implementation of site
based management in fifty-five school districts in twenty-four states.
He concluded that the implementation of site based management "drew the
individual worker out of isolation, and established non-adversarial
processes for resolving conflict" (p. 11). Additionally Martin (1990)
suggested that this improvement in climate provided for better
educational prospects for the students. The overall recognition by
teachers that they could positively impact the process and effect goal
realization was believed to be more than a "short-lived experience"
(P. ID-
Proponents of site based management attributed the importance of 
site based management to a number of positive outcomes that are
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interrelated. Ownership was often recognized as one of these outcomes.
Sizer (1984) suggested that ownership was an attribute often 
missing in the teaching environment. Sizer (1984) declared that 
"teaching often lacks a sense of ownership, a sense among the teachers 
working together that the school is theirs, and that its future and 
their reputation are indistinguishable" (p. 183). Sizer (1984) further 
suggests, "if success is part of motivation, ownership is its companion. 
People remember those things which they claim as their own, things in 
which they feel they have some stake" (p. 165).
Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) agreed that teachers 
involved in the decision making process have more "ownership" in the 
decisions that are made (p. 153). This results in teachers who feel 
more committed to achieve those decisions in which they participated 
(Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). Harrison, Killion, and Mitchell 
(1989) concurred by identifying the very substance of site based 
management as "creating ownership for those responsible for carrying out 
decisions by involving them directly in the decision-making process-and 
by trusting their abilities and judgements" (p. 55). It is this bond of 
trust, developed out of mutual support between teacher and administrator 
that Goodlad (1984) sees as basic to school improvement.
As a primary outcome of site based management, ownership is 
linked to other outcomes. Better communication is afforded members of 
school sites that are practicing site based participatory decision 
making, as is improved job satisfaction and school climate (Purkey and 
Smith 1983; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). Smith, Mazzarella, and 
Piele (1981) assert:
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the fact that teachers are consulted about decisions shows them 
that the school values their opinions; they, in turn, develop 
greater feelings of professional pride and job satisfaction. An 
adversarial relationship between administrators and teachers is 
less likely. With better communications and more satisfied 
personnel, the school's overall "climate" can be significantly 
improved (p. 154).
But, to implement a movement toward site based management, 
individuals must encourage others to accept and become involved in the 
change process. The implications brought to the table by the change 
process are many.
Site Based Management and Change 
Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) identified and categorized four 
specific types of change, each coming into play in the movement to site 
based management. The first is a change in knowledge. These changes 
are the easiest to make. A change in knowledge is followed by a change 
in the attitude of individuals. Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) indicate 
that attitude differs from knowledge because the individuals are 
"emotionally charged in a positive or a negative way" (p. 2). The third 
level of change is in behavior. Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) see 
changes at this level to take considerably more time and energy than the 
previous two levels. The final and most difficult level of change is 
identified as "group or organizational performance change" (p. 2).
McNeil (1977) further characterizes difficulty for teachers in 
the change process as follows:
They are constrained by lack of time and heavy teaching loads, 
and they might perceive a resistance to change from parents, 
peers, or a principal. . . . the anticipation of resistance 
might be enough to preclude innovation (p. 189).
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Thus, change in and of itself is never easy. This is compounded 
by the fact that the current hierarchical management system has been the 
model system for most teachers from their own public school years, 
through their formal training, and on into their professional lives. 
Lemon (1988) attests to the significant challenge a successful change 
process provides by offering the following general reasons why change is 
onerous:
1. The unforeseen risk,
2. The teachers are comfortable with the status quo,
3. The teachers may not see the need for change,
4. The teachers may not know how to change,
5. The teachers may experience peer pressure from others who want
to maintain the status quo,
6. The proposed change may threaten the teachers' current value or 
belief system,
7. The communication system put in place to coordinate the 
evaluation process may at times fail,
8. The early evaluation of the new instructional model may show 
less initial success than the status quo,
9. The reason for change may not be clear for all,
10. The teachers are afraid of failure, and
11. Some may question the pace (too fast or too slow) of the 
change suggested.
With the change process so arduous, what variables have 
researchers identified linking the change process to successful 
outcomes? Purkey and Smith (1983) declare that preventing the school 
site staff from participating in the decision making process will 
"greatly reduce the possibility of lasting school improvement" (p. 66). 
Additionally, "without a genuine voice in the decisions affecting their 
professional lives, building staffs are unlikely to accept 
responsibility for school improvement and student success" (p. 65).
Many researchers contend that the role that participatory 
decision making renders in successfully implementing change is 
significant (Candoli 1991; Purkey and Smith 1983; Fullan 1982; Newman
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1981; Elmore 1979-80, 1978). As discussed earlier, change apparently 
requires ownership. Ownership is an outcome of the participatory 
decision making process at the site level. Teachers are involved in 
identifying the areas of necessary change at the site level and have the 
flexibility to implement change as they define it locally. The more 
closely a school improvement plan is associated with the bottom-up 
participatory strategy, the more likely it is to be carried forward 
(Purkey and Smith 1983; Rosenblum and Louis 1981).
Another meaningful outcome of shared decision making is reduced 
alienation between the administration and teachers (Newman 1981).
Purkey and Smith (1983) indicate that the change process is more 
successful when teachers and administrators work together in a collegial 
manner. "Collegiality breaks down barriers between departments and 
among teachers and administrators, encourages the kind of intellectual 
sharing that can lead to consensus, and promotes feelings of unity and 
commonality among the staff" (Purkey and Smith 1983, 15).
Collegiality between the principal and teachers is another 
outcome of participatory decision making. Blumberg and Greenfield 
(1980) characterized productive educational leaders as open to new ideas 
and not threatened by confrontations with others. These researchers 
state "their sense of themselves as people and what it is they are about 
seems rather highly developed" (p. 246). Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) 
contend that this sort of personal development promotes a "high 
tolerance for ambiguity" (p. 246). Leaders with these attributes can be 
successful in obscure circumstances where rules and regulations are not 
clearly defined. Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) declare that
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"openness, security, and tolerance for ambiguity seem to make successful 
administrators unafraid of change when it is needed" (p. 32).
Another attribute of a successful change effort toward 
decentralization is providing ample time to accomplish the process.
Site based management takes a long time to realize; school districts 
that have successfully decentralized have done so over a five- to ten- 
year time span (David 1989a; Sickler 1988; Casner-Lotto 1988; Wissler 
and Ortiz 1986). Purkey and Smith (1983) contend that the change 
process should be advanced "gradually, allowed to evolve, and evaluated 
regularly, with feedback from participants" (p. 164).
Heathers (1972, 63-65) also studied the change process and 
identified the following attributes as important to an effective school 
improvement program:
1. be user initiated
2. be conceived out of user needs
3. be planned by a blend of administrators, staff, students, and 
parents
4. be designed for implementation
5. include feedback for renewal purposes
6. include the users' values
However, this leads to the question of how does one initiate 
school improvement at the school site level if that initiative is not 
forthcoming from the school's administration and staff. Purkey and 
Smith (1983) offer three approaches for the central office and school 
board to encourage bottom-up planning. The first method "relies 
entirely upon incentives, provided by the district, to obtain school
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cooperation" (pp. 25-26). These incentives are provided to schools that
accept the districts' improvement proposal. Criteria might include:
a written school improvement plan, involving the entire faculty 
in the plan's development, and establishing a school 
effectiveness council to oversee the change process. . . . money 
is only one possible incentive. Release time for planning and 
program development might be equally motivating and is necessary 
in any event. The provision of release time could convey to 
staff members that they are recognized as professionals, that 
they possess valuable experience and expertise, and that the 
district is willing to "buy" their time and energy (p. 26).
The second approach is authoritarian by design. Using this 
approach, the central office would select a school, or schools, using a 
specified criterion, possibly student achievement scores, and "demand 
that they develop an effective schools project" (p. 27). The central 
office might determine the areas of school accountability in the 
establishment of specific programs and processes.
Purkey and Smith (1983) cautioned against the employment of the 
first two approaches and recommended a third. The third approach 
combines the best of the first two approaches with the specific 
"circumstances" of the school (p. 29). This approach is a combination 
that falls somewhere between "incentive-based and mandated" and includes 
selective components of the first and second approach (p. 30). Purkey 
and Smith (1983) believe that this "combination increases the 
probability that reform will be attempted where it is needed and that 
staffs will cooperate" (p. 29).
As stated earlier, it is possible to initiate top-down change, 
but the likelihood of long-term success is reduced. To alleviate the 
need for top-down activation of the change process the school system 
must structure itself so that planning is an integral part of its
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mission. Candoli (1991) asserts that "anything that is attempted in the
school system should begin with the planning function" (p. 48). Purkey
and Smith (1983) assert that school improvement:
is not a voyage of discovery but a process that leads to certain 
characteristics becoming implanted in schools and districts.
The emphasis on process and the argument for school-specific 
planning should not be construed as an endorsement of vagarious 
methods or vague goals (p. 65).
Planning within a school system must be developed as a
structured process. Candoli (1991) describes his conceptualization of
the planning process as follows:
Planning activities are unique in that they should not be the 
final determination of whatever action the school system takes, 
but rather they should provide a variety of options and 
alternatives from which decision makers can choose appropriate 
actions. Planning schemes must have the flexibility to return 
to the drawing board at any point in time to create other 
options for the decision maker to consider. Therein lies a most 
important point, for all too often the planner becomes so 
enamored with a particular point of view that he or she cannot 
fully comprehend the various nuances that impinge upon decision 
making. The planner tries to assume the role of the decision 
maker without the concomitant responsibility that goes with 
those decisions (p. 47).
Too often we have attempted to satisfy the educational reform 
movement with too little energy invested. As Joyce and Weil (1986) 
state, "we need to profit from our recent history with academic reform 
which, we must now acknowledge, paid sufficient attention to staff 
development, leadership training, and materials in only a few districts" 
(p. 422).
Most school districts moving to site based participatory 
decision making will need further time, money, and training if their 
teachers are to change their knowledge, attitudes, behavior, and group 
organizational performance. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) identified
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the critical resource needs as "time, technical assistance, independent 
sources of information, continuous, norm-based training, funds to assess 
current programs or develop new programs" (p. 53).
Jenni (1990), in his systematic study of the development of 
school based management, discussed time, money, and training risk during 
the implementation process:
The process of an organization adopting a structural 
innovation is likely to cover an indefinite period of time, 
consume an unanticipated amount of energy and be confronted by 
unexpected challenges. It is quite possible that during the 
time period from initial implementation to full scale adoption, 
management, agenda or other variables may change, leaving the 
innovation the target of a number of factors that may tend to 
shape it into a form quite different from how it was originally 
conceived. School decentralization programs are not immune from 
this type of situation (p. 3).
Koppich, Brown, and Amsler (1990) are more specific in 
discussing two hazards in redefining teacher work roles. These 
researchers suggest:
that reforms will not address the depth of the problem 
sufficiently, that superficial changes will pass for reform and 
leave the institution unmoved. Reforms need to be monitored so 
that they result in increased effectiveness (p. 6).
It should be recognized that the purpose of changing teachers' work
roles is primarily to improve education, not to make the job fit the
desires of teachers.
Throughout the change process there is a need for some means to 
measure the outcomes of the change process (Purkey and Smith 1983).
These measurements are necessary to confirm that schools have improved, 
and/or to determine where additional improvement is necessary.
A second risk identified by Koppich, Brown, and Amsler (1990) 
was that the reform process would cease too early, "that policymakers,
33
educators, and the public will become frustrated with the slow pace of 
change or allow the task of restructuring to be eclipsed by some other 
issue" (p. 6).
Attempts to anticipate and provide mechanisms to adapt to these 
and other elements that disrupt the implementation process must be 
considered by the district (Purkey and Smith 1983). O'Toole (1981) 
suggested that some sort of organizational stimulus be set in place to 
counteract the "decline in the willingness to work hard" (p. 11). 
Examples of this sort of stimulus might be generated within contract 
language, included in on-going staff development, and provided by 
monetary inducement. Whatever the mechanisms adopted or stimulus 
provided, its goal is the same, to promote school improvement. O'Toole 
(1981) suggests "the key to realizing this alternative will be the 
willingness of managers to create organizational structure and 
incentives that permit and encourage workers to take responsibility"
(p. 83).
Resistance to a movement toward site based management takes on 
many forms. One pattern of resistance is apparent in the structural 
difference between elementary and secondary school sites. In a 
decentralized school district, each school campus becomes the center of 
the educational planning for that school. The ability of the elementary 
school to work toward participatory decision-making is enhanced due to 
the age range of students, the size of the schools, and the similarity 
in course offerings, as well as the educational delivery process used by 
teachers. It is not uncommon to have secondary schools enrolling over
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2,000 students while elementary schools typically enroll between 250 and 
600 (Candoli 1991).
The traditional character of the elementary program suggests 
cooperation between teachers as they search for better ways to teach 
similar course offerings. The teachers at the elementary level 
typically establish effective lines of communication with the home, 
school, and community.
The traditional framework of the secondary school is, in many 
ways, much more loosely coupled. The staff at the secondary level has 
been trained within departmental disciplines, i.e. English, mathematics, 
history, etc. Additionally, the size of the faculty at the secondary 
level is often three or four times larger than at the elementary level. 
This causes a loss of "personal identity and internalization" at the 
secondary level that is usually evident at the elementary level (Candoli 
1991, 69). Moreover, the very size of the building, the number of 
teachers and students, obstruct the spontaneous relational approach 
often found at the elementary school level.
Purkey and Smith (1983) identify three areas of difference 
between the elementary and secondary school:
1. Secondary schools are organizationally more complex than 
elementary schools. Typically they are larger, having more 
students and staff and consequently a bigger physical plant, and 
they have a broader curriculum with a multiplicity of goals 
transmitted through a departmental structure combined with 
student tracking.
2. Second, to a considerable extent because of their organizational 
complexity, secondary schools are politically more complicated. 
There are several administrative layers including at least the 
principal, assistant principals, guidance counselors, and 
department heads. Individual variations aside, as subject- 
matter specialists teachers are less likely to share common 
educational methods and goals; depending upon the curriculum 
track in which they teach, teachers may also possess widely
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different expectations for student performance and achievement. 
Affiliation with the union or education association is likely to 
be stronger in secondary schools and its members more assertive.
3. Third, secondary school students differ from elementary students 
in ways that go beyond their being chronologically older, 
developmentally more advanced, or having more diverse 
educational and occupational objectives. Secondary school 
pupils have established educational histories resulting in well 
formed attitudes toward schooling, student roles, and norms for 
work and behavior. In addition, their reference groups extend 
beyond school or family, and the culture of those groups may or 
may not be complementary to that of the school. Therefore, they 
are likely to be less passive and more resistant to change than 
elementary school students (pp. 31-32).
A quick glance at many of the typical departments in a secondary 














Moreover, there are any number of specialized areas, such as, 
drama, speech, athletics, and advanced placement that are potential 
inclusions under the departmentalized structure. All of these 
structures create a more loosely coupled network at the secondary school 
than at the elementary school and increases the complexity of a change 
process at the secondary level.
Another generalized form of resistance falls under the heading 
of "organizational rigidity" (Candoli 1991, 35). Organizational 
rigidity has multiple forms for many reasons. Knezevich (1984) portrays 
the past history of administrative responsibility as "maintaining the
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status quo, in an efficient manner. This was a reflection of the times 
and cultural values that revered ancient virtues and preferred 
stability" (p. 101).
Knezevich (1984) suggests:
The more a proposed change appears to threaten traditional 
values of the group involved, the greater the resistance is 
likely to be encountered. Modification of behaviors in spite of 
resistance will result in considerable cost in social and 
personal disorganization (p. 105).
Even when site based management plans specify to the 
participants a right to become honest and active participants it might 
not happen. Norms adhered to traditionally can sabotage the outcomes of 
a movement to site based participatory decision making.
Additionally, "bureaucratic inertia" is a substantial constraint
to repress in the change process (Koppich, Brown, and Amsler 1990, 5).
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) discuss bureaucratic inertia as "deeply
ingrained norms, well-established unwritten rules that guide and govern
behavior" (p. 53). These researchers state:
Even though site-based management plans stipulate that teachers 
and parents can affect decisions in the central domains of 
budget, personnel, and program, ingrained norms dictate that 
district officials and school administrators set policies, 
teachers deliver instruction, and parents provide support (p.
53).
Purkey and Smith (1983) refer to a change in the bureaucratic 
administrative role responsibilities as a "loss-of-control anxiety"
(p. 40). This anxiety may result in administrators succumbing to their 
long-standing "official and public accountability, the political 
pressure to produce results, and the career benefits gained by appearing 
to take charge, by forsaking the movement to participatory decision­
making" (p. 40).
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Possibly as a consequence of those factors, Koppich, Brown, and 
Amsler (1990) report that many administrators and teachers view most 
changes with suspicion and maintain a "wait and see" attitude (p. 5). 
Threats perceived to be attacking established roles cause "uncertainty, 
fear, and resistance" to teachers and administrators at all levels (p. 5).
Eisner (1985) addresses this issue by validating Callahan's 
vulnerability thesis in attempting to explain administrative resistance 
to change. The desire to yield to scientific management for school 
governance is primarily due to the complexity of the role. Eisner 
(1985) states:
School administrators were vulnerable to public pressure in 
1915, and they are vulnerable today. To keep one's job in a 
complex system, one must do what will look good, what is 
considered up to date, and what will be regarded as acceptable
(p. 16).
Eisner (1985) continues:
The maintenance model of educational administration that I 
believe most school administrator embrace has as its first 
principle personal survival in the job. For this, the most 
useful tool is a wet finger in the wind (p. 16).
The movement to decentralization has been resisted by 
administrators at times because they want to keep the decision making 
power for themselves and, additionally, at other times "partly because 
they are not confident in the capacity of lower level administrators to 
handle that responsibility" (Candoli 1991, 13).
Often principals do not promote teacher involvement in the 
decentralization process. The complexity of the principal's role is 
summarized by the research of Greenfield (1982) as "highly 
interpersonal, full of ambiguous and conflicting expectations, permits 
considerable latitude in responding to situational exigencies and
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individual dispositions, and presents incumbents with a diverse range of 
problems, seemingly beyond their direct influence" (p. 30).
Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) reported:
A common figure given by school-based management consultants is 
that 20 to 30 percent of principals will not find the system 
satisfactory. Many in this fraction would rather continue to be 
middle managers for the district, and they may view the new 
management system as a threat (p. 121).
Thus, many principals hinder participation. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz
(1990) found that on councils comprised of teachers and principals that
teachers did not substantially impact the decision making process
primarily because principals controlled the council meetings. Malen,
Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) concluded:
By virtue of their position in the school, principals are 
inclined to protect their managerial prerogatives and able to 
use low cost routine strategies to control interactions. . .
In most instances, principals control the agenda content, 
meeting format, and information flow. The principals' capacity 
to exert control is enhanced by the tendency of teachers to 
defer to the principal. Even when teachers identify issues they 
would prefer to discuss, they permit the principal to set the 
agenda (pp. 32, 53).
Site Based Management and Funding 
Another restraint in a movement to site based management is the 
lack of financial support. In Perelman's (1989) analysis of the 
disparity found between educational productivity and technological 
progress he reports that the discouraging productivity level of American 
education is somewhat due to the shortage of investment in research and 
development. Perelman (1989) states that the "public school normally 
provides, at best, no incentive-other than altruism or curiosity-for 
practitioners to adopt innovations" (p. 5). On the other hand, Perelman
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(1989) suggests that the typical school is "pregnant with disincentives 
for innovation . . . " (p. 5).
In Martin's (1990) study of the effects of implementation of 
site based management in fifty-five school districts in twenty-four 
states, he also argued that an effective site based management system 
cannot be accomplished without the infusion of necessary resources.
This study contended that funding was critical and "demonstrated the 
sincerity of administrative support for the effort" (p. 9). The 
resources necessary included "materials for work sessions, management 
presentations, consultant training sessions, substitute pay and release 
time or dollars for reimbursement of participants" (p. 9).
Another form of bureaucratic inertia is a lack of flexibility 
when it comes to school board policies, rules, and regulations. Garms, 
Guthrie, and Pierce (1978) suggested that a key to determining how well 
site based management will function is partially determined by 
increasing school autonomy using some blend of site budgetary control 
and waiver from constraining rules and regulations.
In the financial arena, David (1989) explains that schools 
receive either "lump-sum budgets" or "some portion of the budget," 
usually for traditional teacher expenditures needed in the areas of 
equipment, materials, supplies, and at times, staff development (p. 46). 
David (1989b) contends:
money usually equals authority, budgetary authority sounds like 
the most important manifestation of granting authority to 
schools. But this is misleading because whether or not school- 
site budgeting equals autonomy depends on how much freedom from 
restrictions is allowed. To illustrate this, a school can 
receive revenue for all budgetary desires, including personnel, 
and still be restrained from having any decision making control 
because of school district policy regulating class size, teacher
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retention, contracting for services, textbook adoption, 
curricular change, and teacher assignments (p. 47).
Thus, decision making authority is constrained by school 
district policy regulated by collective bargaining agreements, local 
school board policy, and state and federal rules and regulations. One 
example of this restriction is in the area of teacher retention. Many 
school districts are compelled by local or state rules and regulations 
to accept intradistrict transfer before a school site can hire new staff 
(Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990; Lindelow 1981).
Site Based Management and Teacher Unions 
Another bureaucratic restraint is collective bargaining. Purkey 
and Smith (1983) shared an argument given by many commentators that 
collective bargaining has been one of the offenders in the decline of 
American education:
A number of commentators have fingered collective bargaining as 
the culprit in the declining state of American education. In a 
recent article in Education Week (May 18, 1983, p. 18) Thomas 
Mooney, a lawyer and sometimes school board counsel, argued that 
collective bargaining will "impede efforts to improve our 
schools." He thinks that change must "be freed of the dead 
weight of union resistance," by excluding unions from the 
decision-making process in effective schools projects. We 
disagree. Though unions could play an obstructive role, 
cultural changes likely to create an effective school are more 
likely to result from a partnership between teachers' unions and 
district administration. Though the cooperative road will not 
always be smooth it is our contention that fundamental school 
reform will be facilitated precisely by involving teacher's 
organizations, and recognizing their concerns in the decision 
making process (p. 43).
Purkey and Smith (1983) insist that school improvement efforts 
must be a cooperative venture including participation from 
administrators and the representative teacher's organization. Without
this:
41
partnership many of the proposed changes in school structure and 
process will run afoul of contractual restrictions, possibly 
resulting in a truncated school improvement plan or an imposed 
plan that is resented, if not opposed, by the union (p. 38).
The caveat is that the representative teacher's organization may be
disinclined to assume an active role in a participatory process of
school improvement.
Two union concerns are identified by Purkey and Smith (1983) in 
developing a partnership between the representative teacher's 
organization and the school's administration:
1. the district is asking teachers to assume additional 
responsibility, and
2. the district is asking teachers to do extra work without some 
form of compensation in return (p. 39).
Without the establishment of a "partnership" between the
administration and the representative teacher's organization "concerted
efforts by teachers' unions can hinder the development of staff
collaboration, school-wide planning, and the like" (p. 39). Purkey and
Smith (1983) portrays the potential conflict between the administrative
staff and the representative teacher's organization as "rear guard
actions to block grass roots approaches to educational reform that
threaten their authority or established patterns of organization"
(p. 64).
Potentially to alleviate this concern a prototypic site based 
management model could encourage an administrative and union partnership 
by placing a "union seat" on the decision making committees (Purkey and 
Smith 1983, 42). Additionally, David (1989a) recognizes the need to 
have in place a waiver process to circumvent local school board or state
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policies to assist in the adoption of site based participatory decision
making. David (1989b) states that typically:
a waiver is the result of agreements between the district and 
teachers' union that expand the scope beyond what a district can 
allow on its own. In a few cases, districts may also have 
agreements with their states that permit waivers from state 
rules as well (p. 50).
Finally, if teacher participation is to be effective, school 
administrators must guide the process. Primary to the process of change 
is trust, teacher involvement, and a shared role between teacher and 
administrator (Mitchell 1990a; Ray 1989; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 
1981). However, administrative leaders vary in the way they regard 
subordinates. Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) portray this range of 
regard for subordinates by illustrating one principal as seeing "staff 
members as lacking in motivation, needing to be constantly pushed, and 
holding their own interests above that of the school." While on the 
other hand "another principal may assume that staff are just the 
opposite: motivated to improve the school, self-starting, and giving 
prime importance to school needs" (p. 61).
All of these variables become clear when making a move from the 
traditional hierarchical management system to a site based participatory 
management process. As stated earlier, by 1986 a growing body of 
research data suggested that top-down regulations as a means to school 
improvement was not effective (Futrell 1989; Sutherie 1986). These 
researchers, as well as others, suggested that school improvement will 
happen when the decision making process is shifted from a centralized 
system to one that is orchestrated at the school site through 
participation of the school's principal, teachers, and parents (Futrell
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1989; Carr 1988; Burns and Howes 1988; Sergiovanni 1987; Sutherie 1986; 
House and Boetz 1979). Bastian et al. (1986) suggests that "the top- 
down approach to implementation defeats the spirit of initiative and 
collaboration essential to motivating teachers and improving school 
culture" (p. 117).
Site Based Management and the Role of the Principal
Principals, like teachers, are individuals with differing
strengths and weaknesses, as well as differing administrative styles.
Principals will be required to assume both management and leadership
roles in a movement to site-based management. In their national study
of the principalship, Gorton and McIntyre (1978) established that
effective principals most meaningful attribute is "an ability to work
with the different kinds of people having various needs, interests, and
expectations" (p. 55). Additionally, the researchers further
characterized effective principals:
They seem to understand people, know how to motivate them, and 
how to deal effectively with their problems. It is primarily 
this factor, rather than a technical expertise, that caused the 
"significant others" to perceive these principals as accessible 
and effective administrators (p. 55).
Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) define management as "working with
and through individuals and groups to accomplish organizational goals"
(p. 3). Leadership is a more spacious notion than management.
Management is believed to be a subset of leadership in which the
attainment of organizational goals is of most importance. "Leadership,
on the other hand, occurs any time one attempts to influence the
behavior of an individual or group, regardless of reason" (p. 3). Thus,
one may be acting in a leadership role while attempting to influence
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other individuals concerning goals that may or may not be comparable to 
the organization's goals.
Hersey and Blanchard, in Management of Organizational Behavior 
(1982a), submit a number of definitions for "leadership" as seen through 
the eyes of a number of authorities (p. 82). Terry (1960) defines 
leadership as "the activity of influencing people to strive willingly 
for mutual objectives" (p. 376). Robert Tannenbaum, Irving R. Weschler, 
and Fred Massarik (1961) interpret leadership as "interpersonal 
influence exercised in a situation and directed, through the 
communication process, toward the attainment of a specialized goal or 
goals" (p. 24). Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) define the successful 
leader as:
one who is able to behave appropriately in the light of these 
perceptions. If direction is in order, he is able to direct; if 
considerable participative freedom is called for, he is able to 
provide such freedom.
Thus, the successful manager of men can be primarily 
characterized neither as a strong leader nor as a permissive 
one. Rather, he is one who maintains a high batting average in 
accurately assessing the forces that determine what his most 
appropriate behavior at any given time should be and in actually 
being able to behave accordingly. Being both insightful and 
flexible, he is less likely to see the problems of leadership as 
a dilemma (p. 180).
Koontz and O'Donnell (1972) declare that leadership:
may be defined as the art of inducing subordinates to accomplish 
their assignments with zeal and confidence. Zeal reflects 
ardor, earnestness, and intensity in the execution of work; 
confidence reflects experience and technical ability. To lead 
is to guide, conduct, direct and precede" (p. 83).
Succinctly stated by Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981), leadership
style, reduced to its simplest terms, "is the way a leader leads"
(p. 58).
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A movement to site based management compels a shift in 
management responsibility from the district level to the individual 
school site requiring a shift in "roles, routines, and relationships" 
(David 1989b, 51). This type of change requires effective leadership 
and support (David 1989a; Smith and Purkey 1985; Fullan 1982). School 
districts that have successfully decentralized are characterized by 
leadership that empowers other participants (David 1989a; Sickler 1988).
Knezevich (1984) has identified the most effective leader as 
"one who knows and works best in the group situation. A leader may be 
the person in the group who helps to identify and clarify goals as well 
as motivating group actions for realizing them" (p. 66). In a further 
clarification of leadership qualities, Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 
(1981) state that one trait:
that makes leaders different from followers and good leaders 
different from poor leaders is the way they relate to people. 
Specifically most true leaders enjoy social participation and do 
a lot of it, have an ability to communicate and well-developed 
communication skills, and are good listeners (p. 28).
Another factor that influences the leader's ability to lead is
in the way power is used. Russel (1938) defined power as the
"fundamental concept in social science . . .  in the same sense in which
Energy is the fundamental concept in physics" (p. 10). The concept of
power has captivated researchers throughout history. Tannenbaum and
Schmidt (1958) identified seven conditions for subordinates to be given
greater freedom, consequently, increasing individual power:
1. If the subordinates have relatively high needs for independence,
2. If the subordinates have a readiness to assume responsibility 
for decision making,
3. If they have a relatively high tolerance for ambiguity,
4. If they are interested in the problem and feel it is important,
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5. If they understand and identify with the goals of the 
organization,
6. If they have the necessary knowledge and experience to deal with 
the problem, and
7. If they have learned to expect to share in decision making 
(pp. 175, 178).
Tied directly to the amount of freedom subordinates can be given 
is the leadership style of the leader in leadership situations. Leaders 
develop a primary style over time through experience, training, and 
education. Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) identified four internal 
forces that focus on an administrator's leadership style:
1. His value system. How strongly does he feel that individuals 
should have a share in making the decisions which affect them?
2. His confidence in his subordinates. Managers differ greatly in 
the amount of trust they have in other people generally, and 
this carries over to the particular employees they supervise at 
a given time.
3. His own leadership inclinations. There are some managers who 
seem to function more comfortably and naturally as highly 
directive leaders. . . . Other managers seem to operate more 
comfortably in a team role, where they are continually sharing 
many of their functions with their subordinates.
4. His feelings of security in an uncertain situation. The manager 
who releases control over the decision-making process thereby 
reduces the predictability of the outcome (pp. 173, 175).
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1973) revisited their leadership theory
and identified "interdependency" forces that also accommodate an
administrator's leadership style (p. 166). Interdependency takes place
(a) the interplay between the manager's confidence in his 
subordinates, their readiness to assume responsibility, and The 
level of group effectiveness; and (b) the impact of the behavior 
of the manager on that of his subordinates . . . (p. 166).
Hersey and Blanchard (1982b) identify Natemeyer's research on 
supervisory power bases and subordinate performance and satisfaction as 
the most important research done in this domain. In summarizing 
Natemeyer's analysis of research on administrator power bases to
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subordinate satisfaction and performance, Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) 
concluded:
while expert and legitimate power bases appear to be the most 
important reason for compliance and expert and referent power 
bases tend to be often strongly and consistently related to 
subordinate performance and satisfaction measures, the results 
are not clear enough to generalize about a best power base. In 
fact, the results suggest that the appropriate power base is 
largely affected by situational variables (p. 181).
Consequently, a leader, in the typical bureaucratic organizational
structure may need to match the use of a power base to the situation.
However, as school districts have successfully decentralized 
authority to the school site, it has required a shift in roles, 
routines, and relationships of the administration and teachers. This 
requires a new way of looking at the relationship between and among 
administrators and teachers. A significant role change can be 
associated with a Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) study of "follower 
maturity." Maturity is defined by Hersey and Blanchard as the "ability 
and willingness of people to take responsibility for directing their own 
behavior" (p. 151). It is the conviction of these researchers that the 
leadership style chosen should be determined by the maturity of the 
followers. These researchers believe that as follower maturity changes, 
so should leadership behavior.
In administrative situations increased maturity seems to suggest 
a movement to greater autonomy, as in site based management. Goldman 
and Dunlap (1990) contended that facilitative power is "most evident, 
and most appropriate, even necessary, in situations where staff members 
must work together on new or complex tasks" (p. 3).
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The use of facilitative power increases the responsibility of
teachers in the decision making process. Kanter (1983) describes a type
of "power skill" as a skill that will "secure information, support, and
resources" (p. 237). Kanter (1983) sees innovation as being produced by
working in a "collaborative/participative" manner:
persuading much more than ordering; team building, including 
creation of formal task forces or committees, frequent staff 
meetings, frequent sharing of information, use of regular 
brainstorming sessions; seeking input from others, including 
needs of users, . . . showing 'political' sensitivity to the 
interests of others, their stake or potential stake in the 
project; and . . . willingness to share rewards and recognition 
(p. 237).
Tied directly to the "collaborative/participative" approach is 
the style of the leader in leadership situations. Leaders develop a 
primary style over time through experiences, training, and education. 
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) identify four internal forces that focus 
an administrator's leadership style:
1. value system
2. confidence in subordinates
3. leadership inclinations
4. security in an uncertain situation (pp. 173, 175).
The implementation of site based management changes the power 
structures in schools. Goldman and Dunlap (1990) suggested that this 
reform movement has forced educators to consider the association between 
the traditional top-down power relations with teacher empowerment and 
site based management. These researchers state "power as a system of 
facilitation can be added to more traditional conceptualizations to 
provide a more useful conceptual frame for practitioners and 
researchers" (p. 23). Within the framework of facilitative power,
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"power is exercised and actualized through others on the basis of trust 
and reciprocity" (p. 23).
Facilitative power involves the development of a relationship
between administrators and teachers relating as contemporaries.
Facilitative power, as defined by Goldman and Dunlap (1990):
reflects a process that, by creating or sustaining favorable 
conditions, allows subordinates to enhance their individual and 
collective performance. It is especially appropriate, even 
necessary, in situations where staff members must work together 
on new or complex tasks (p. 3).
In public schools, administrators use facilitative power by initiating 
any or all of the following activities:
1. Help arrange material resources that provide support for 
educational activities. Examples include obtaining or 
rearranging space, supplies, and support services, hiring 
substitutes or otherwise arranging to have class time covered 
when staff must meet during the school day, and helping staff 
use opportunities for professional development.
2. Select and match people who can work together effectively, 
paying attention to both the skills and personalities that 
comprise the mix. They frequently provide training for, and 
modeling of, collaborative behaviors.
3. Administrators supervise and monitor activities, stressing 
feedback, reinforcement, and suggestions. It is school leaders 
who must provide symbolic support, especially important when 
activities and relationships are new and threatening, and it is 
they who must manage and resolve conflict.
4. Provide networks for activities, adding members to groups, 
linking groups to activities elsewhere, helping groups "go 
public" with activities, and diffusing new ideas (p. 3).
As Goldman and Dunlap (1990) use the phrase, "facilitative power
is rooted in interaction, negotiation, and mutuality. It reduces tight
links between power and status, minimizing claims to legitimacy based
primarily on either organizational position or professional expertise"
(p. 2). Facilitative power seems to be a condition increasing the
potential for success of site based management. Facilitative power is
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considerably different from the more commonly accepted forms of power as 
discussed earlier.
To summarize, the use of administrative facilitative power is 
exercising power through subordinates instead of over them. The result 
of this process suggests that teachers have greater impact on a problem, 
and at times, the resolution may be different than that which the 
administrator might have selected. As Naisbitt (1982) states "the new 
style leader is a facilitator, not an order giver" (p. 129).
With site based management the principal becomes a central role
player in the decision making process at the school level. The
decentralization process increases the principal's authority. This
increased authority provides a greater balance to the enormous
responsibility that the principalship now bears. Barth (1980)
interprets the principalship as follows:
The first reality of being a principal is the imbalance of 
responsibility and authority. Principals are ultimately 
responsible for almost everything that happens in school and 
out. We are responsible for personnel-making sure that 
employees are physically present and working to the best of 
their ability. We are in charge of program-making sure that 
teachers are teaching what they are supposed to and that 
children are learning it. We are accountable to parents-making 
sure that each is given an opportunity to express problems and 
that those problems are addressed and are resolved. We are 
expected to protect the physical safety of children-making sure 
that the several hundred lively organisms who leave each morning 
return, equally lively, in the afternoon.
Over the years principals have assumed one small additional 
responsibility after another-responsibility for the safe passage 
of children from home to school, responsibility for making sure 
the sidewalks are plowed of snow in winter, responsibility for 
health education, sex education, moral education, responsibility 
for teaching children to evacuate school buses and to ride their 
bikes safely. We have taken on lunch programs, then breakfast 
programs, responsibility for the physical condition of the 
furnace, the wiring, the playground equipment. We are now 
accountable for children's achievement of minimum standards at 
each grade level, for the growth of children with special needs,
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of the gifted, and of those who are neither. The principal has 
become a provider of social services, food services, health 
care, recreation programs, and transportation-with a solid 
skills education worked in somehow (pp. 3-4).
This increase in responsibility has happened concomitant with a
loss of power in the principalship. As early as 1974, Donald Myers
suggested reasons why school administrators feel they have lost power.
Myers (1974) suggests:
1. The principal is constrained because the school is a socializing 
agent under the control of citizens. Consequently the 
organization has a specific function the principal cannot 
change.
2. Schools are decentralized in the United States and must satisfy 
the goals of the local school district.
3. Principals, in general, are not sufficiently competent in either 
administrative or instructional theory and practice to effect 
important change or to offer significant leadership.
4. The large turnover in principals and teachers requires schools 
to maintain a relatively uniform educational program.
5. Most of the principal's time is spent in performing routine 
tasks required by superiors and subordinates.
6. The principal has almost no funds with which to bring about 
change.
7. Physical facilities are often limited and inflexible.
8. The curriculum is fairly constant, and the learning 
opportunities have a continuity and sequence that the principal 
is virtually helpless to alter (pp. 19-20).
Additionally, Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) suggest that
declining revenues, a reduced confidence, and a dubious public image has
further reduced the power of the principalship. This while, as Goodlad
(1984) stated earlier, citizens are demanding a greater role in the
decision making process at the school site. Candoli (1991) contends:
citizens increasingly are demanding that the huge central 
bureaucracy be broken up into smaller, more workable units that 
will give them the opportunity to have input into the decisions 
and that will respond effectively, efficiently, and quickly to 
demands and pleas being heard from the clients (p. 31).
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These organizational units should be based in the school's community 
providing opportunity for an on-going exchange between the school and 
the school's community.
Site Based Management and Patron Involvement
The advantages of involving parents and community members in the
school's decision making process are well documented. Bastian,
Fruchter, Gittell, Greer, and Haskins (1986) identified two primary
benefits in empowered parents. The first reason is an increase in the
motivation of teachers and students. The second reason is that parent
participation raises the expectations for achievement of students and
teachers. Bastian et al. (1986) stated:
Parent advocacy for the individual student can spur the 
development of appropriate pedagogy and curriculum, as well as 
appropriate program and classroom placement. Parent activism as 
an element of school accountability has influenced the level of 
categorical funding, services for special needs, the procurement 
of teaching supplies and aids, the development of school 
performance information, and the quality of professional 
appointments (pp. 94-95).
Lindelow (1981), who evaluated site based management in eight states and 
one province, maintained there are four reasons for public involvement 
in the educational process:
1. Public involvement enhances public support of schools.
2. The school becomes more responsible to community and student 
needs.
3. Parents have more of a sense of "ownership" of their school.
4. Parents can participate in decisions that affect their children 
(p. 67).
Site Based Management and Implementation 
Without a comprehensive statement of support from the district's 
school board, implementing the site based management process will be
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difficult. Support from the school board is vital to the success of 
site based management (Candoli 1991; Mitchell 1990; Purkey and Smith 
1983; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981; Lindelow 1981). If site based 
management is to continue at the site, the school board, after adopting 
the process, needs to be continuously involved with a training and 
informational program (Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). The primary 
importance of these training and informational programs would be to 
insure the unrelenting support of the school board. The types of 
support provided by the board vary from material resources, incentives 
to continue the process, on-going staff development activities, and 
professional feedback.
Several researchers stress the importance of implementing a site
based participatory decision making process gradually. Likert and
Likert (1980) caution organizations to proceed slowly in moving from an
authoritative to a participative system. In adopting participatory
decision making, they suggest:
a leader should make no greater shift at any one time than 
subordinates or members can adjust to comfortably and respond to 
positively. If a leader makes a sizable shift, the members do 
not have the interaction skills to respond appropriately and 
usually are made insecure or frightened by the shift, responding 
to it negatively (p. 55).
"Decision making," Berman (1968) states, "is a risk-taking 
venture and risk taking, like decision making is learned" (p. 109). 
Thus, training is a requisite in a movement to a new decision making 
model. It is clear from the research on training that teachers can be 
excellent learners. The training strategy plays an integral role in 
determining the end results of any change process. Joyce and Weil 
(1986) declare that:
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High-quality training will give excellent results. Important 
new learning involves pain, and teachers are well able to 
withstand the discomfort. In many quarters teachers have been 
undersold as learners simply because inadequate training has 
been provided (p. 469).
However, it is not an easy matter to get people to change.
Any administrator who has attempted to bring about changes in a 
school system is aware of the tenacity with which teachers and 
others cling to their perceptions of how a school should be run 
and how a class should be conducted. . . . There must be a 
freedom to hold what they have and a chance to explore other 
ways of seeing education, learning, motivation and the like 
(Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 1962,
74-75).
It is theorized that most individuals can improve their "effectiveness
in leadership roles through education, training, and development"
(Hersey and Blanchard 1982a, 84).
To this end, Joyce and Weil (1986) have made a number of
recommendations to improve the outcomes of a training process:
1. Teach everyone in the training program the problems they might incur 
in transferring new learning and how to overcome these problems.
2. Over-learn new skills before attempting implementation. Four 
levels are defined: theory exploration, skill demonstration, role 
playing the new skill, and participant feedback concerning 
effectiveness.
3. Develop executive control of the new skills to be able to implement 
when appropriate, adjust when necessary, and consider its 
effectiveness.
4. Provide practice on site soon after new skill is learned so that the 
practitioner can determine what skills need further training for 
transfer.
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5. Develop a peer coaching process that provides for fellowship, 
learned feedback, analysis of understanding, and adjustment to the 
process.
6. Develop an inclination to learn consequence.
Martin and McGee (1990) analyzed responses from fifty-five 
administrators and consultants in fifty-five states who had implemented 
site based management. These researchers indicated that the most 
effective training for site based management "occurred prior to the 
implementation phase and included awareness training for administrators 
and in-depth workshop sessions for participants" (p. 12). An adequate 
amount of time has to be established for the training element to 
"establish confidence and competence in the concept" (p. 12).
The far-reaching changes in the principal's role require 
considerable retraining of principals. Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 
(1981) suggested that "without retraining, the new management system 
will probably not survive its first real challenge" (p. 121). Instead 
of working within the constraints of the new system when difficulty 
arises, people will tend to revert to their previous management style.
One of the administrative challenges is to enhance teacher 
empowerment by providing the conditions, setting the tone, and 
incorporating a structure which will encourage individual and group 
growth and responsibility. Historically, however, according to Candoli 
(1991), teacher and administrator development programs have not produced 
adequate training in the areas of budget and finance. Additionally, 
Hynes and Summers (1990) report that even though teachers may receive 
extensive training in curriculum and instruction, "they receive little
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or no education in leadership" (p. 2). Furthermore, changing the 
professional responsibility of teachers will cause some teachers to 
reconsider their professional careers in the light of added and/or 
changed responsibilities. Will a site based management setting meet the 
internal needs of those teachers currently on staff? All of these 
considerations illustrate the importance of an effective staff 
development program while implementing the movement to site based 
management.
The formation of a training program is a complicated process 
involving many variables discussed earlier. Even so, as Candoli (1991) 
states, "The ultimate determiner of success or failure is the capacity 
of the staff of the school system to embrace the concept and to develop 
the new roles required of the participants" (p. 41). Thus, the 
resources designated for staff development are the most critical 
budgetary allocations to be made.
Candoli (1991) asserts:
experience suggests that the school system desiring to explore 
the site based management concept do so by providing a healthy 
amount of resources for the training of staff and for the 
development of planning expertise in order to redefine all of 
the role changes needed (p. 41).
A further implication of a movement to site based management is 
the potential need for extensive out of district support. In order for 
site based management to succeed, local and regional educational service 
centers, as well as state education departments, will likely need to be 
able to professionally support the process through resources and 
training.
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There are a number of obstacles to the implementation of site
based management that are specific to the role teachers perform.
Goodlad (1984) states that teachers:
are restrained and inhibited by circumstances under which they 
teach-such as too many students in a confined and relatively 
inflexible space, too many hours each day with classes, 
administrative controls and restraints, interruptions, and 
students whose minds are on matters other than the subject 
matter before them (p. 168).
The role of teacher is seen by Lieberman (1989) as being 
"isolated" from the total dynamics of the school system (p. 25). It is 
specifically this isolation that causes teachers to be "concerned 
primarily with their own classrooms and their own kids" (p. 25). 
Lieberman (1989) believes that this teacher isolation should end, but 
for this to happen the organizational structure of schools will need to 
change. This change will require teachers to work collaboratively. 
However, working together will require a "new set of skills and 
attitudes" on the part of teachers (p. 25).
This leads to the questions of how much decision making teachers 
want to accept. Research has suggested that some employees do not 
desire to receive additional responsibility and prefer to perform in an 
environment of authoritarian leadership. Conway (1976) has found that 
teachers vary considerably in their wish to participate. Gross and 
Gross (1984) declare that teaching, like all professions, is a "mixed 
bag":
In each of the major professions, from medicine and law to the 
less conventional professions, such as business and writing, 
there is the same rough hierarchy: a vanguard of creative 
innovators; a small cadre of alert and dedicated practitioners; 
and a straggling band of timeservers, incompetents, and real 
menaces (p. 3).
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Even so, Candoli (1991) has concurred with other researchers 
when stating, "It is clear that educational improvement will be achieved 
only through the efforts of dedicated teachers, staff specialists, 
administrators, counselors, parents, and students working in good faith 
on the problems they have" (p. 35).
Participatory decision making is a learned process and teachers 
often initially do not have the expertise to participate. Anthony 
(1981) found that being asked to participate without the complementary 
skills to do so can be an intimidating experience.
Successful participation by teachers will require extensive 
training in areas where teachers have not been previously trained.
Even in areas specific to the educational needs of students, Eisner 
(1985) asserts:
I believe, we have to face the fact that in their professional 
education teachers are not given the kind of conceptual tools 
that would enable them to become sophisticated students of one 
of the most complex and intellectually challenging fields of 
study in existence: education (p. 17).
This would suggest that teacher's current capacity to effect positive
change is limited.
But without the involvement and support of teachers, the change
process will not be effective. As Gross and Gross stated (1974):
If teachers see proposed changes threatening their vital 
interests, they will oppose, resist, and ignore those changes.
And in the end, they will defeat them. Even if the school 
boards and administrators mandate the reform, these changes will 
not come about in the classrooms except through the teachers, 
who are the inescapable conduits of change under the present 
setup. Moreover, with the increasing strength of teachers 
unions, the decisive influence of the individual teacher in his 
or her classroom is augmented by the collective force of the 
profession (p. 2).
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Teachers perceive themselves as having much to lose in the 
change process. McNeil (1985), studying the sociological factors about 
change, concludes that "they are constrained by lack of time and heavy 
teaching loads, and they might perceive a resistance to change from 
parents, peers, or a principal. . . . the anticipation of resistance 
might be enough to preclude innovation" (p. 189). Teachers may be 
required to work longer hours to initiate change. They may receive 
criticism from others in their ranks who oppose change. Thus, for many, 
the inherent conflict in the change process makes it easier to support 
the status quo most of the time.
Additionally, Kanter (1983) cautions leaders to prevent the 
overuse of participatory decision making. He suggests that 
participation is not relevant:
when one person clearly has greater expertise on the subject 
than all others; when those affected by the decision acknowledge 
and accept that expertise; when there is a . . . "right answer"; 
when no one really cares all that much about the issue; when no 
development or learning important to others would be served by 
their involvement; when there is no time for discussion; when 
people work more happily and productively alone (p. 243).
Site based management is a shared decision making process
utilizing teachers through group participation. For some participants,
group membership may satisfy some internal needs while at the same time
frustrating goal achievement. Kanter (1983) stated:
A philosophy of participation in no way eliminates jockeying for 
status or internal competition if people bring self-serving 
interests into a group, or if they have differential stakes in 
the outcome . . . There may be differential advantages to 
individual members to be gained by pushing particular decisions 
over others; there may be differential benefits to be reaped 
outside the group by appearing to be a dominate force in it . . . 
People bring different needs and interests into any kind of 
group . . . (p. 260).
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Kanter also reflects on the interpersonal dangers of bringing
individuals together to work as a team. He suggests that "teams become
politicized when there are historic tensions between members that have
not been resolved before the 'team' is formed . . (p. 261). This is
particularly dangerous, Kanter maintains "when hostile parties are
thrown together and forced to interact, especially if they have to rely
on each other for reasonable outcomes" (p. 261).
Additionally, each member of a team has affiliation and ego
needs that prevents some risk taking during a group meeting. It is
likely that individuals will behave in ways to gain the acceptance of
the team. Kanter (1983) states:
If a team works, it often develops close bonds which mean that 
people cannot always be open and honest with one another for 
fear of hurting or because of norms developed in the group.
Groups develop a variety of social and emotional pressures 
resulting from friendship that make it difficult sometimes for 
people to confront one another, rate one another accurately, or 
discipline one another (pp. 263-264).
It is possible that the group norm will decrease the independence of
participants in the participatory decision making process, and in turn,
reduce the likelihood that the team's outcome will be the best decision.
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1961) studied the change process and
identified four specific types of conflict over which participants could
disagree:
1. differences over facts: a disagreement occurs because 
individuals have different definitions of the problem, are aware 
of different pieces of relevant information, accept or reject 
different information as factual, or have differing expressions 
of their respective power and authority.
2. differences over goals: the disagreement is about what should be 
accomplished-the desirable objectives of a department, division, 
section, or specific position within the organization. Such 
differences are differences over goals.
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3. differences over methods: individuals differ about the 
procedures, strategies, or tactics which would most likely 
achieve a mutually desired goal.
4. differences over values: the way power should be exercised, 
moral considerations, assumptions about justice, fairness, etc. 
Such differences . . . may affect the choice of either goals or 
methods . . . (p. 103).
Each of these four can negatively impact teachers in the group 
participative decision making process.
Additionally, there may be an information disparity between 
teachers and administrators. It is possible for an administrator to 
keep key pieces of information from selective members of the group 
participating in the decision making process or vice versa. The result 
may create a power structure in an administrator or teacher selected 
group. Thus, as Kanter (1981) found, the less informed participants 
will find it difficult to function successfully in a shared decision 
making environment.
On a more positive note, Pierce (1980) argued that most of the 
opposition to decentralization comes, not from teachers, but from the 
central office staff. While opposition to centralization typically 
comes from principals and teachers. Pierce (1980) insists "that most 
principals and teachers are willing to accept more responsibility for 
decision making than central office personnel are probably willing to 
give them" (p. 25).
Under site based management, David (1989b) indicates that 
"professional responsibility" replaces the authoritarian hierarchical 
system (p. 46). School districts increase autonomy at the school site 
with an equivalent increase in responsibility at the school site. If 
this responsibility is to be accepted by teachers, they must see
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themselves as having a "genuine voice" in those decisions that directly 
affect their professional lives (Purkey and Smith 1983, 65). However, 
if the school site is given only "marginal authority" while asked to 
implement site based management, teachers will identify the process as 
just "another set of top-down demands" (p. 51).
A major issue seen by teachers as central to success of site
based management is time. Kanter (1983) says:
time is one of the first requirements for significant long-term 
organizational changes. . . . There has to be . . . available 
participant time to engage in planning, communication, and 
reflection about appropriateness of job and project activities.
(p. 122)
Purkey and Smith (1983) suggested that "lack of release time" for 
teachers to participate in the school improvement planning process had a 
negative effect on "teacher enthusiasm and commitment to the change 
effort" (p. 26). However, the typical school day does not provide a 
structure to allow school personnel the time necessary to be available 
for planning meetings (David 1989a; Clune and White 1988; Raywid 1988). 
Without the availability of release time during the school day teachers 
expect compensation for time used outside of the negotiated school day. 
Martin and McGee (1990) found that if administrators "had provided time 
for management activities during the day, as occurred in the business 
world, the expectation for compensation would have been reduced 
significantly" (p. 11).
School districts that have moved to site based management will 
need to provide time for teachers to acquire the information and skills 
necessary to successfully function as a member of a site based 
participatory decision making committee. Districts that have developed
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a successful site based management process have reorganized schedules to 
reduce teachers' workloads while, at the same time, providing the 
training necessary for teachers to successfully accept additional 
professional responsibilities in decision making (David 1989a; Johnson 
1988).
Hynes and Summer (1990) identify successful outcomes for
teachers who have participated in leadership training. These
researchers report the following teacher benefits gained from training:
increased awareness of leadership styles, increased confidence 
in ability to relate better to colleagues with different 
leadership styles, and increased confidence in their ability to 
use new skills to perform their leadership roles 
(pp. 9-10).
Their research suggests the following advantages for teachers receiving 
leadership training:
increased skills in conducting and managing an effective 
meeting, increased skills in time management, and increased 
ability to identify and prioritize critical issues related to 
the leadership position (p. 10).
The complexity of a successful movement to site based management 
is enormous. As seen by Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) the "initial, 
energizing effects of site-based management often are offset" by the 
following influences:
1. Time-consuming character of the process;
2. Confusion, anxiety, and contention as site participants and 
district employees attempt to define their new roles;
3. Dissonance created as committee demands compete with teaching 
responsibilities;
4. Complexity of the problems site participants are supposed to 
solve;
5. Resentment generated if site participants perceive they have 
only modest influence on marginal matters; and
6. Frustration produced by fiscal constraints (p. 54).
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The key to site based management is the effectiveness of the 
decision making process that is adopted. Knezevich (1984) defines 
decision making as a strategy whose end results in a "final product 
called a decision. A decision is simply a conscious choice made after 
rational consideration and from a set of alternatives, or possible 
courses of action" (p. 27).
The principal remains responsible for all the routine activities
with one exception. As a result of participatory decision making, the
principal's role in the educational process is focused on facilitation
of the decision making process. Strauber, Stanley, and Wagenknecht
(1990), recounting experience learned from a five-year association with
site based management, stated that their
faculty has agreed that the educational agenda will be 
determined by consensus, the principal facilitates the building 
of consensus. Thus, he provides information or finds sources of 
information, serves as a clearinghouse so committees are not 
working at cross purposes to each other or systemwide goals, 
assists staff members in providing for accountability, and 
encourages staff development and experimentation (pp. 65-66).
The decision making process within site based management 
includes participation from multiple publics. This involvement of 
"stakeholders" in the decision making process is considered "a baseline 
criterion" for the effectiveness of site-based management (Harrison, 
Killion, and Mitchell 1989, 57).
Site Based Management and the Decision Making Process
Decision making by the stakeholders, or the process of making a 
decision, is a complex operation with various methods available to the 
participants. One technique suggested by Stufflebeam (1971) identified 
four distinct phases in the decision making process:
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1. becoming aware that a decision is needed,
2. designing the decision situation,
3. choosing among alternatives, and
4. acting upon the chosen alternative (p. 50).
The first phase in the Stufflebeam et al. (1971) decision making 
process, is a conscious awareness that a decision is necessary. This 
phase has three steps:
1. Identify programmed decision situations.
2. Identify unmet needs and unsolved problems.
3. Identify opportunities which could be used (p. 53).
At the next phase, the decision-maker must design the decision 
situation. For this phase, Stufflebeam et al. (1971) present a six step 
approach:
1. State the decision situation in questions form.
2. Specify authority and responsibility for making the decision.
3. Formulate decision alternatives.
4. Specify criteria which will be employed in assessing 
alternatives.
5. Determine decision rules for use in selecting an alternative.
6. Estimate the timing of the decision (p. 53).
The third phase, choosing among alternatives, has four steps:
1. Obtain and assess criterion information related to each decision 
alternative.
2. Apply the decision rule.
3. Reflect on the efficacy of the indicated choice.
4. Confirm the indicated choice, or reject it and recycle 
(p. 53).
The final phase, acting upon the chosen alternative, includes 
four steps:
1. Fix responsibility for implementing the chosen alternative.
2. Operationalize the selected alternative.
3. Reflect on the face validity of the operationalized alternative.
4. Execute the operationalized alternative, or recycle 
(p. 53).
Site based management is a multifarious process incorporating 
many participants at all levels of the organization. The general
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characteristics of site based management are identified by Malen, Ogawa, 
and Kranz (1990) as follows:
1. Some formal authority to make decisions in the central domains 
of budget, personnel, and program is delegated to the school 
site;
2. The formal authority to make decisions may be delegated to the 
principal or distributed among principals, teachers, parents, 
and others. In most cases, the authority is broadly 
distributed;
3. A formal structure (council, committee, team, board) often 
composed of principals, teachers, parents, and, at times, 
students and community residents, is created so these actors can 
be directly involved in school-wide decision making;
4. The formal authority granted site participants may be 
circumscribed by existing policies, procedures, contractual 
agreements, or accountability provisions, but site participants 
are afforded substantial discretion (p. 32).
As stated earlier, if site based management is to be effective
it must have long-term support from the school board. In defining the
relationship of the school board with site based management it must be
remembered that the school board is created by state law and every
school board member must take an oath of office to uphold the laws of
the state.
In a movement to site based management, the role of the school 
board would not significantly change. The school board would continue 
to determine the school district's general policies and educational 
direction (Lindelow 1981). The school board's fundamental 
responsibility would be "providing general direction for the district by 
establishing goals and policy statements, keeping informed about the 
district's progress toward goals, and acting as a decision-maker of last 
resort" (Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1983, 116).
It is not the intent of site based management to have the school 
board, or for that matter the superintendent, surrender oversight
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responsibility. Purkey and Smith (1983) suggest that the role of the 
school board and superintendent is to merge "local and state or national 
interests" (p. 44). In an effective school's program four fundamental 
assignments would be maintained by the board of education and the 
superintendent:
1. They would determine guidelines that facilitated the process of 
school improvement.
2. The board and superintendent would specify goals for the 
district's schools after getting input from school staffs, the 
teachers' union, parent and community groups, and so on.
3. The board and superintendent would hold central office 
administrators and school staffs accountable for designing and 
implementing a school improvement plan (though individual plans 
would be tailored to each school's needs) and for meeting the 
district's goals.
4. Finally, the board and superintendent would prescribe a timeline 
for the project (pp. 45-46).
Marburger (1985) summarizes the school board's role as 
initiating the site based management process by a "willingness to share" 
some of the decision making with the site based management decision 
making councils (p. 41). The school board cannot transfer fiscal 
responsibility, but can "delegate some budgetary discretion" to the 
school site (p. 41).
The superintendent remains the person held responsible by the 
school board to provide a quality education in the school district. 
However, Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) believed that the role of 
the central office, under the guidance of the superintendent, will 
undertake a major change. The central office will no longer function as 
"dictator" of educational programs at each school site, but as 
"facilitator" of the educational programs (p. 94). Lindelow (1981) 
suggested that the central administration will pass on some of their
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authority to the school site. The central administration will function 
as "support and evaluative staff for the schools instead of directors" 
(P. 49).
According to Pierce (1980), the central office will concentrate 
their efforts on:
facilitating the decisions made largely by employees at the 
school level. . . . the appropriate role of the central 
administration in a decentralized system is to encourage others 
to make informed decisions. The principal challenge in such a 
role is to increase active decision making by developing 
interest, providing training, providing incentives, and 
supplying information so that as many citizens, teachers, and 
school administrators as possible become involved in school 
level decision making (p. 28).
The central office furnishes scholarly support to the school sites in 
the area of curriculum and instruction and continues to monitor and 
evaluate the effectiveness of the school's educational program.
Lindelow (1981) contends that as "long as a school is attaining 
the educational goals set by the board, the district does not intervene" 
(p. 58). This does not suggest that all decisions will be made at the 
site level. The central office must continue to "ensure equity, 
balance, and uniformity" between and among the schools in the school 
district (Harrison, Killion, and Mitchell 1989, 57).
As stated earlier, it is important that the superintendent
strongly supports the movement to site based management. Harrison,
Killion, and Mitchell (1989) maintain that the superintendent and
central office personnel "consciously" model "collaborative strategies"
(p. 57). David (1989b) has found that districts with a record of
successful decentralization are perceived as having:
strong superintendents who use training, hiring and evaluation 
criteria, and incentives to develop strong managers. These
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superintendents send clear signals to principals that they value 
and reward those who involve teachers in decision making (p.
52).
The principal plays a primary role in the site based management 
participatory decision making system. Researchers have identified this 
role in many ways: the central actor, program manager, leadership 
provider, and central figure. The principal becomes the educational 
leader of the school site. An increased responsibility for the total 
educational program at the school site is matched with a greater amount 
of authority over the site budget, personnel, and curriculum (Strauber, 
Stanley, and Wagenknecht 1990; Lindelow 1981; Smith, Mazzarella, and 
Piele 1981). With the increase in responsibility coupled to the 
increase in accountability, the principal is now potentially able to 
become the school's leader (Lindelow 1981; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 
1981).
However, Lieberman (1989) stated that principals are like 
teachers, individuals with differing "strengths and weaknesses and 
styles, who will play different roles in different contexts" (p. 26). A 
primary role that principals will assume is that of "facilitating the 
work of teams of teachers" (p. 26). In other words, the principal 
becomes a leader of leaders functioning within a committee or task force 
structure working col 1aboratively toward improved educational 
opportunities for students.
Pierce (1980), supporting the idea that in site based management
the principal functions in different roles, identified one of those
roles as "program manager" maintaining the following duties:
assessing educational preferences of the community and the 
requirements of students in the school, establishing educational
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objectives for the students, matching the skills and interests 
of teachers with the educational requirements and styles of 
students, developing ways of assessing the achievement of 
classroom objectives, monitoring the performance of teachers and 
students, and reporting on the successes and failures to the 
community and the district (p. 30).
While the principal's responsibility and accountability 
increases through the implementation of site based management it is 
important that the principal maintains close involvement in the decision 
making process. The principal, as a voting or non-voting member, 
continues to maintain responsibility for the decisions that are made by 
the school councils and/or task forces.
The principal and school site personnel, as well as other
potential participants, plan the budget, make personnel decisions, and
develop the curriculum. However, prior to this stage, the principal
and/or site council identify the areas that will be decentralized.
Marburger (1985) describes the process:
The principal in a school based management school can no longer 
be the sole decider of what happens in that school. The 
principal is only a voice, albeit a strong voice because of the 
power of the position and the specialized training in management 
and/or curriculum. Ultimately, the principal of an SBM school 
has to trust the teachers, the community, and the students to 
make decisions that will be in the best interest of all the 
students and in the best interest of the school.
This means that the agendas for council meetings should not 
be set by the principal, but by whatever structure the council 
establishes . . . The principal, however, must have substantial 
input into the agenda, for she/he has the best overall 
understanding of the workings of the school and policy 
guidelines issued by the central office and state.
The role of the principal with respect to veto of the 
council's decision is another critical aspect of the SBM 
process. The principal might get away with an occasional veto, 
but if it happens very often or particularly on an issue in 
which the council strongly believes, the council will no longer 
trust the principal, will become less and less enthusiastic 
about its role, and will cease to function over time (p. 46).
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As the principal continues to function in the role of 
accountability, it is important to maintain close involvement with the 
decision making process. Just as there is a need for the central office 
to ensure equity, balance, and uniformity, so is there in the 
principal ship. Therefore, the principal will monitor and evaluate the 
on-going site based management process. Candoli (1991) illustrates the 
relationship between the principal as evaluator and the teachers as 
decision makers as follows:
First, the relationship is symbiotic, meaning that the 
evaluator goes through the same mental processes as the decision 
maker but does not actually make the decision. Therefore, the 
evaluator must have close and continuous relationships with the 
decision makers to be served. Second, the evaluator must 
provide an extension of the decision maker's resources through 
analysis and synthesis of data. Third, the evaluator must be 
aware of the decision-making setting in order to provide 
appropriately informative data. Fourth, evaluation must involve 
broad capabilities if the information requirements of decision 
makers are to be served. Finally, to be effective, evaluation 
must be a cooperative effort. That is, the evaluator must draw 
on all disparate parts of the school system for information and 
data (p. 89).
The primary role teachers must accept in a successful movement 
to site based management is as active participants on school site 
councils. Increased staff participation in the decision making process 
has been an important ingredient in site based management wherever it 
has been adopted (Lindelow 1981).
As stated earlier, one of the administrative challenges is to 
enhance teacher empowerment by providing the conditions, setting the 
tone, and incorporating a structure which will encourage individual and 
group growth and responsibility. When these tasks are accomplished the 
outcome is often referred to as teacher empowerment. Lieberman (1989) 
defines teacher empowerment as "involving people authentically in
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dealing with their own professional lives" (p. 24). This does not mean 
that teachers are now going to run the schools. Instead, Lieberman 
(1989) suggests it is a process of "empowering teachers to participate 
in group decisions: to have real decision-making roles in the school 
community, which in most places they don't have now" (p. 24).
Site based management is a process of administrators and 
teachers working together to accomplish a mutual end, school 
improvement. Teachers are required to play various roles within the 
site based management process. At times, a teacher may be required to 
function as a chairperson of a task force, while at other times that 
teacher's role may be as a task force member working cooperatively with 
another member as chair. The end result, as stated by Goldman and 
Dunlap (1990) "means that teachers' power to determine approaches to 
problems they face increases, and may result in tentative solutions at 
variance to those administrators would select or prefer" (p. 3).
Site based management also means that teachers are willing to 
accept greater responsibility and accountability for the outcomes of the 
educational process at the school site. Accepting increasingly greater 
responsibility suggests a need for greater maturity on the part of 
teachers. Hersey and Blanchard (1982a) synthesized the research of 
Argyris and identified seven changes that should take place in the 
personality of individuals if they are to develop into more effective 
collaborators in site based management: move from passive to active, 
move from dependence to independence, behave in a few ways to capable of 
behaving in many ways, move from an erratic shallow interests to deeper 
and stronger interests, move from short time perspective to long time
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perspective (past and future), move from subordinate position to equal
or superordinate position, and move from lack of awareness of self to
awareness and control over self.
The role of parents and community members has not been clearly
described in the literature on site based management. Henderson,
Marburger, and Ooms (1986) contended:
that positive parent involvement plays a large role in 
determining whether children do well in school. Parents can 
encourage and reward satisfactory achievement and behavior and 
show interest in what happens during the school day. Parents 
demonstrate how important they believe school is by their 
reaction to absences, minor illnesses, and truancy; their 
policies on bedtime and television; and whether they help their 
child complete homework (p. 5).
It seems likely that children profit from a school program that has a 
parental component as part of its educational operation (Henderson 1987; 
Becher 1984; Leler 1983).
The investigators seemed to agree that composition of the school 
site committee should be diverse. The representation, as well as the 
specific committee responsibilities would increase as the success and 
maturity of the committee are established. Henderson, Marburger, and 
Ooms (1986) identified five basic role responsibilities for parents 
working with schools:
1. Partners: Parents performing basic obligations for their child's 
education and social development,
2. Collaborators and problem solvers: Parents reinforcing the 
school's efforts with their child and helping solve problems,
3. Audience: Parents attending and appreciating the school's (and 
their child's) performance and productions,
4. Supporters: Parents providing volunteer assistance to teachers, 
the parent organization, and to other parents, and
5. Advisors and/or co-decision makers: Parents providing input on 
school policy and program through membership in ad hoc or 
permanent governance bodies (p. 3).
74
If site based management is to be implemented, there must be a 
structure to move it forward. That structure is in the form of a school 
site council. Councils have been given many names: school site council, 
governance council, school improvement council, decision making council, 
or school council (Marburger 1985). The council members are usually 
comprised of diverse individuals from throughout the school's 
environment. Typically, the membership consists of administrative 
staff, teaching staff, parents, and non-certified staff. Occasionally 
the membership includes students and non-parent patrons of the 
community.
The process of site council selection and their specific 
responsibilities differs considerably from site to site (Clune and White 
1988). Marburger (1985) explains that "unlike many educational reforms, 
school based management is a process, not a prescription" (pp. 26-27). 
Site based management does not have a "right way to implement" because 
the primary belief behind the process asserts "that each district and 
each school within that district is unique" (p. 27). David (1989b) 
reports that some site councils "are composed of teachers elected 
schoolwide, or by grade level or department; others are composed of 
representatives from pre-existing committees" (p. 50). It is not 
uncommon, specifically at the elementary level, for the entire faculty 
to be site council members.
The site based management operational guidelines are 
characteristically set forth by the school board. Jenni (1990) 
indicated that this "agreement usually states the purpose of the group, 
and the philosophical foundation for implementing a decentralized plan,
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and it may or may not establish the actual delegated decisionmaking 
powers of the group" (p. 2).
The site council membership should be diverse (Marburger 1985). 
However, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) indicated that the councils tend 
to be "homogeneous" in membership (p. 53). It seems that membership 
practice conflicts with the criterion for diversity of site based 
participatory decision making council membership.
Site based management has been defined as a decision making 
process that redefines roles of teachers and administrators. 
Nevertheless, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) found that most council 
members come to the meetings with their primary objectives being the 
acquisition of information and the anticipation of providing some type 
of service to the committee instead of an occasion to recreate teacher 
roles and site policies.
Of primary importance to the site council is the role of 
assessing, designing, and evaluating the school program. Marburger 
(1985) suggested that only after "the facts and data are available and 
the needs identified" can the council move to the planning stage"
(p. 49). The plan needs to include "goals and measurable objectives"
(p. 49). It is important that the council's needs are supported 
throughout the analysis, planning, and implementation stages by the 
principal and central office.
Pierce (1980) reported that one of the final duties of the 
advisory council is to prepare an "annual performance report which is 
widely distributed in the community" (p. 38). Guthrie (1986) identifies 
items that might be contained in the final report:
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1. A statistical description of the school,
2. Data on pupil performance,
3. Reports by parents and members of the professional staff,
4. Future plans, and
5. Budget information (p. 308).
The reports should include detailed information about the school's 
strengths and weaknesses, as well as gathering and reporting evaluative 
information derived from students, teachers, and parents.
At times, site-councils create task forces to address specific 
needs of the council. Peters and Waterman (1982) suggested that task 
forces disband when they complete their assigned tasks. Site councils 
and task forces can initiate an unlimited number of meetings. Snyder 
(1986) developed the following short list of essential assignments: 
goal-setting meeting, task-planning meeting, problem-planning meeting, 
problem-exploration meeting, creative problem-solving meeting, team 
organization meeting, communications skills meeting, student assessment 
meeting, and in-service activities meeting.
A school system that is contemplating a movement to site based 
management initially should consider the specific decision making areas 
in which the council can meaningfully participate. Candoli (1991) 
provided the following discussion on the decision making process and 
site based management:
First, the question should not be whether or not to decentralize 
but, rather, what to centralize and what to decentralize.
Second, if the decision is made to decentralize, then a careful 
examination of routine and mechanized functions that could be 
relegated to a more highly centralized mode is in order, and 
those functions that directly impact the educational program 
should be carefully examined for decentralization to the 
buildings or even the classroom level. For example, functions 
such as data processing, purchasing, routine maintenance, and 
other services that do not directly impact the educational 
program can be centralized even beyond the local school district 
level to regional or state levels, but such crucial functions as
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program priorities, program development, curriculum delivery 
systems, services to students, personnel selection, and 
allocation of funds must be decentralized to the building level 
(pp. 13-14).
General consensus suggests that the principal and site staff 
should gain additional authority in the area of budget, personnel, and 
curriculum (Lindelow 1981; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981; Pierce 
1980). Decker (1977) addressed the question of centralization- 
decentralization in a survey of educators from thirty-nine California 
schools. He reported that areas recommended for decentralization were 
(parentheses indicate survey participants not in agreement with majority 
responses):
1. Budget and fiscal planning;
2. Accounting;
3. Personnel, classified and certificated (business officials, 
personnel directors, and presidents of professional 
organizations);
4. Curricular development (governing board presidents);
5. Counseling and pupil personnel services (superintendent);
6. Public relations; and
7. Civic center use of facilities (p. 18).
Areas recommended for continued centralization:
1. Transportation (principals);
2. Plan maintenance (principals and presidents of professional 
organizations);
3. Custodial services (principals and presidents of professional 
organizations);
4. Grounds maintenance (principals and presidents of professional 
organizations);
5. Equipment maintenance;
6. Purchasing (principals and presidents of professional 
organizations);
7. Warehousing;
8. Food services (presidents of professional organizations); and
9. Data processing (p. 18).
The results of this survey suggest that those services that 
concern the articulation of the educational program, (i.e., budgeting, 
personnel, and curriculum), can be successfully decentralized. While
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those services that are primarily supportive to the educational program 
should remain centralized (i.e., transportation, plant maintenance, and 
custodial and food services). Patterson (1986) et al. suggested that 
delegation of the decision making process in the areas of "school board 
policy making, direction expected from the superintendent's office, and 
decisions necessary to provide consistency and coordination across 
districts is appropriate" (p. 70). However, at the site level it is 
appropriate for the principal and staff to influence the following 
areas: "curriculum development, teaching strategies, school personnel, 
and school budgets" (p. 70).
Three primary areas can be effectively decentralized. The 
first, budgeting, is an area that can greatly affect the success of site 
based management. Goldman and Dunlap (1990) reported that as schools 
shift to site based budgeting:
their gains in flexibility and responsiveness will weigh against 
loss of economies of scale in purchasing and increases in 
internal competition for resources. Administrators will be 
successful to the extent that they can help staff find resources 
beyond those nominally allocated, and can successfully negotiate 
equitable expenditures of the resources that are available (p.
9).
The budgetary process has significant impact in areas beyond the 
process of ordering supplies and materials for the school site.
Lindelow (1981) suggested that site based control of the curriculum and 
personnel is largely determined by the control the principal has of the 
budget:
Many traditional districts allow principals control over 
expenditures for supplies and equipment only. Many school-based 
management districts, on the other hand, give the school a 
"lump-sum," which the school site can spend in any way it sees 
fit. Individual schools, it should be pointed out, are not 
given the money outright. Instead they purchase the services
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and products they need through or from the central office. The 
schools generate the decision to spend, and the central office 
carries out the school's orders. The central office, however, 
also functions as a monitor of school spending and can intervene 
when a school is exceeding its budget or has other budget 
problems (p. 62).
The second primary area of site council decision making is 
personnel. The principal typically involves the teaching staff in the 
selection of site personnel. Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele (1981) state 
that the central office, as support services to the site, maintains a 
"pool of qualified applicants, and the principal, with staff input, 
makes the final choice" (p. 111).
There are two decisions that the site council must consider in 
the personnel area: identifying the positions needed and choosing the 
individuals to fill those positions (David 1989a). Smith, Mazzarella, 
and Piele (1981) further suggest that the site council "can hire 
paraprofessionals instead of professionals if they so desire, or they 
can eliminate a position and buy books, as long as they stay within 
state law" (p. 111).
The final primary area of site council decision making is in the 
area of the curriculum. The school site has almost total freedom over 
curriculum considerations in a school that has adopted site based 
management (Lindelow 1981). The site council works with the community 
to identify educational needs and plans the curriculum within those 
needs (Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981). As with the other primary 
areas of site council involvement, the district provides "technical 
assistance" to the site and "monitors the site's effectiveness" (p. 58).
Nonetheless, David (1989b) indicated that most teachers "have 
neither the time to create or adapt curriculum beyond what they normally
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do within their classrooms" (p. 47). However, Guthrie (1986) asserted 
that the site staff, instead of central office staff, "determine which 
curricular and staff development activities best meet the needs of their 
particular school" (p. 308).
Researchers have tried to identify the reasons why 
decentralization approaches have not attained the desired outcomes 
expected. Typically, the fault has been placed on the need for more 
fiscal autonomy at the site, greater willingness by the principal to 
share power with the teachers, and/or more willingness to accept 
responsibility by the teachers (Jenni 1990; Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 
1989; Mauriel and Jenni 1989; Clune and White 1988).
As the research has illustrated, the implementation of site 
based management is a complex operation requiring a sophisticated 
implementation process. The lack of comprehensive study, structured 
planning, and long-term support will typically slow, if not defeat, the 
process.
Two sets of guidelines are provided as an inquiry into 
considerations that should be considered by a school district 
considering the movement to site based management. The first set, 
offered by Marburger (1985), are problems identified in the 
implementation of site based management at three organizational levels: 
school district, principal, and site council. Problems identified with 
the school district are:
1. Failure to develop a comprehensive statement of commitment to 
the School Based Management concept, including a purpose 
statement that specifies the roles and responsibilities of the 
school board, central office staff, and school based 
administration.
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2. Inability to distinguish between and clarify the roles of the 
central board and the council.
3. Failure to distinguish the role of the council from the various 
mandated and permissive parent/citizens/teacher/ student 
organizations already in existence in the district and in the 
school.
4. Failure to provide training to the newly formed councils;
5. Bureaucratic slowness in responding to the needs of councils.
6. Failure to provide follow-up services, training, and 
facilitation help at council meetings.
7. Failure to designate a person whose major responsibility is 
oversight of the SBM activities in the district.
8. Drastic changes in the composition of the board and a reneging 
on the contract for SBM with the schools
9. Loss of a committed superintendent before the process has had 
time to become a part of the ongoing processes of the school and 
the system.
10. Moving a principal to another school while the process is 
in its earliest stages (pp. 67-68).
Problems at the principal level are:
1. Failure to enlist the support of most of the staff, including 
support personnel.
2. Insistence on a veto power over the decisions of the council.
3. Always setting the agenda for the council meetings. . . . 
setting the agenda is best left to the chairperson of the 
council (p. 68).
Problems at the site council level are:
1. Giving the decision-making power to the principal.
2. Taking on too complicated and difficult an issue as one of the 
first to be worked on.
3. Failure to deal with the too-aggressive council member, and 
letting that person determine the course of deliberations.
4. Failure to establish norms or ground rules for how the group is 
to behave.
5. Always looking to the principal for the answers.
6. Failure to listen to each other and especially to parent or 
community members (pp. 68-69).
The second set provided by David (1989b) identified similar, as 
well as different, guidelines that a district should consider when 
moving to site-based management:
1. Build strong alliances with the teachers' union.
2. Delegate authority to schools to define new roles, select staff, 
and create new learning environments.
3. Demonstrate and promote shared decision making.
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4. Communicate goals, guiding images, and information.
5. Create direct communication links between school staff and top 
leaders.
6. Encourage experimentation and risk taking.
7. Provide for waivers from restrictive rules.
8. Motivate principals to involve teachers in school-site 
decisions.
9. Provide creation of new roles in schools and central office.
10. Create new forms of accountability with the school staff.
11. Provide time for staff to assume new roles and 
responsibilities.
12. Reduce size of central office.
13. Promote role of central office as facilitator and 
coordinator of school change.
14. Match salaries to increased responsibilities (p. 47).
Chapter II introduced a review of the literature that is 
relevant to this study. Chapter III includes a description of the 




The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship of 
principals' and teachers' attitudes and perceptions toward the 
implementation of a site based participatory decision making model that 
was implemented in a small school district with a student population of 
less than three thousand. The major variables were:
1. What were the teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding the site 
based participatory decision making process?
2. What were the teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding how the 
site based participatory decision making process was functioning in 
their schools?
3. What were the teachers' and principals' perceptions regarding areas 
for teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision 
making process?
Two extreme positions on measurement are found in the 
literature: ethnographic and empirical. To date, the majority of 
research on organizational culture uses ethnographic techniques or 
qualitative method (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985). However, even though the 
qualitative method has a long and rich legacy, it "has only lately 
gained recognition in the field of education" (p. 4). Goetz and 
LeCompte (1984) suggest that the purpose of qualitative research in 
education "is to provide rich, descriptive data about the contexts, 
activities, and beliefs of participants in educational settings" (p. 16).
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The empiricists, on the other hand, complain about the lack of 
quantitative methodologies as research strategies to study 
organizational culture. As an example, Hofstede (1986) received only 
three studies after requesting papers for a special issue of the Journal 
of Management Studies based on empirical research. He suggested that 
there was "a strong need for speculating less and measuring more"
(p. 256).
Zammuto and Krakower (1987) believe that both points of view are
too extreme and make a plea for triangulation of methodologies when
studying organizational culture. They suggest that each strategy
provides information that the other could not. There has been an
increasing acceptance in many disciplines that the dependence on one
research method has limitations. Harr6 (1981) identified two
interrelated conceptual systems in any science:
There is an analytical scheme required to reveal, identify, 
partition, and classify the items which make up the field of 
interest. . . . Then there is an explanatory scheme required to 
formulate theories descriptive of the mechanisms productive of 
the items revealed in analysis. In a mature and successful 
science the two systems are coordinated, the taxonomy finding a 
justification in the explanatory theories of a field (p. 5).
Cook and Reichardt (1979) believe that a researcher does not 
need to follow one of the two fundamental research procedures referred 
to as "qualitative" or "quantitative" but is able to "freely choose a 
mix of attributes from both paradigms so as to best fit the demands of 
the research problem at hand" (p. 19). They list three reasons 
supporting the use of a combination of qualitative and quantitative 
methods:
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First, evaluation research usually has multiple purposes 
which must be carried out under the most demanding of 
conditions. This variety of needs often requires a variety of 
methods. Second, when used together for the same purpose, the 
two method-types can build upon each other to offer insights 
that neither one alone could provide. And third, because all 
methods have biases, only by using multiple techniques can the 
researcher triangulate on the underlying truth (p. 21).
This study incorporated quantitative and qualitative features in 
order to provide multiple perspectives about site based participatory 
decision making as implemented in a small school district. The 
quantitative design included a forty-question survey. Thirty questions 
incorporated a Likert-type scale, six questions were demographic, and 
four questions were open-ended. Further discussion of this instrument 
will occur later in the chapter.
The qualitative data collection procedures included a historical 
review of the district's documents, observation of site based 
participatory decision making committee processes, and group and 
individual interviews. The investigator identified connections among 
elements emerging from the analysis of the survey and the qualitative 
data collection. Through the use of qualitative procedures the 
investigator provided an "interpretive understanding of human 
interaction" that influenced the elements (Bogdan and Biklen 1982, 31).
Population Studied
Distinct conditions were used in the selection of a site to be 
studied. The first condition was that the site must be a small school 
district with a student population of less than three thousand. A small 
school district was selected for several reasons. The first reason, the 
immediate geographical area of the investigator is comprised primarily
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of small school districts. Administrators in these small schools would 
be troubled by an increase in management requirements while maintaining 
the same administrative positions. The increased school management 
responsibilities include additional course requirements, increased 
business regulations, expanded staff-personnel policy, increased student 
rights, general oversight, and school community relations. Many of 
these problems, according to supporters of the site based participatory 
decision making model can be best confronted with this model (Tanner and 
Tanner 1987; Marburger, and Ooms 1986; Henderson, Patterson, Purkey, and 
Parker 1986; Snyder and Anderson 1986; Marburger 1985; Goodlad 1984; 
Gorton 1983). The second reason, the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction in North Dakota, a state of similar small school district 
configuration to the research site, identifies site based participatory 
decision making as one of the fundamental keys to school effectiveness 
(Sanstead 1987). The third reason, the Minnesota State Board of 
Education (1988) in Directions for the Future suggests that teachers 
will:
Be active partners in making decision regarding policies 
standards, curriculum, and the design and implementation of 
instructional programs; . . .  Be active partners in the 
selection, hiring, induction period training, and professional 
development of all professional staff of the school building and 
district (pp. 17-18).
Thus, the research study was current with educational issues of interest 
and importance in this geographical region.
The second condition was to select a school district where a 
site based participatory decision making model had been implemented. It 
was important that the model received the support of the district's 
superintendent of schools since research studies have shown this to be
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an important factor in successful implementation (Marburger 1985; Ray 
1983). It was also important, as research suggests, that a district­
wide self-study motivated the selection of the site based decision 
making model (Snyder and Anderson 1986; Hersey and Blanchard 1982; Gross 
and Gross 1974).
Research Setting
The research setting selected was a small school district 
containing six school sites. The district employed four principals and 
approximately two hundred certified instructors. The district's student 
enrollment was approximately 2,300 students in its preschool through 
grade twelve programs. Site based participatory decision making was 
initiated following a 1985 district-wide self study. A five-year 
strategic plan was adopted from the self-study. The primary focus of 
this plan was to "modify" and "evolve" the educational climate in the 
district. Three phases were identified to implement this plan:
Phase One
1. To develop a common sense of purpose and clearly defined goals and 
expectations within [the] school district relative to student 
achievement.
2. To initiate district level support for the management of 
instructional improvement efforts at the building level.
Phase Two
3. To encourage school-site management with considerable autonomy in 
determining the exact means by which the goals and expectations of 
the district and building are to be met.
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4. To initiate building level staff development programs directed 
toward the school's goals and closely related to the instructional 
program.
5. To more actively involve parents in their child's education and to 
encourage parental support of the goals and expectations of the 
school.
Phase Three
6. To develop a written district curriculum and organize the school day 
to provide appropriate time for planned, purposeful instruction 
focused on the desired outcomes and coordinated across grade level.
7. To assist teachers in designing instruction that maximizes 
substantive learning time, monitors student progress, and gives 
regular feedback to the students regarding their progress.1
Design of Study: Multiple Methodologies 
This study was designed to use multiple methodologies. The use 
of multiple research methodologies will increase the understanding of 
site based participatory decision making behavior at each site.
Quantitative Instruments
A survey is used to determine the attitudes and perceptions that 
teachers and principals exhibit toward site based participatory decision 
making as a process. The survey instrument was originally developed in
’Citations referring to the school district documents or individuals 
will not be indicated. Also see appendix D for an identification of the sources 
of data.
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1986-87 by Eric A. Witherspoon. Witherspoon (1987) provides the 
following description of the survey questionnaire:
The questionnaire was developed for this study to gather 
data on three variables regarding principals and on three 
variables regarding teachers. These variables were (1) 
principals' attitudes regarding the site-based participatory 
decision making process, (2) principals' attitudes regarding how 
the process was functioning in their schools, (3) principals' 
perceptions regarding which areas of involvement should include 
teachers in the decision making process, (4) teachers' attitudes 
regarding the site-based participatory decision making process,
(5) teachers' attitudes regarding how the process was 
functioning in their schools, (6) teachers' perceptions 
regarding which areas of involvement should include teachers in 
the decision making process. . . .
The questionnaire was constructed using a premise described 
by Halpin. His rationale for the statistical analysis of 
attitudes is that the magnitude of information about attitudes 
in an organization is highly complex and must be reduced to a 
more manageable form. Units of description must be quantified 
and then statistical procedures applied to help identify the 
major similarities and differences among these quantitative 
units (Halpin 1963). And while a number of problems are 
inherent in constructing questionnaires to measure attitudes and 
perceptions, Oppenheim concludes, as does Halpin, that a Likert 
type scaling in the questions tends to perform very well in 
ordering people in regard to an attitude or perception 
(Witherspoon 1987, 98-99).
A Likert type method was used to develop a measurement for each 
of the questions generated. The following statement by Nunnally (1959) 
suggests reasons for using the Likert-type scale:
The Likert scaling procedure helps ensure that the final 
scale concerns only one general attitude and that individuals 
can be located with at least moderate precision at different 
points on the scale. . . .
The Likert method more directly determines whether or not 
only one attitude is involved in the original collection of 
items, and the scale which is derived measures the most general 
attitudinal factor which is present. The use of a five-point 
scale for each item provides more information than the simple 
dichotomy of "agree" or "disagree" (pp. 305-306).
A systematic structured process was used by Witherspoon (1987) 
to establish content validity in the development of the Site Based
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Participatory Decision Making Survey. Permission (see appendix C) to 
use the survey was granted by Witherspoon. The Site Based Participatory 
Decision Making Survey received further review by this investigator.
The survey was reviewed by educational administration professors, 
teacher education professors, educational administration students, and 
teacher education students for the purpose of collecting a data base for 
investigating the content validity of the survey. Specific instructions 
were given to the survey judges to examine the general content of the 
survey, each individual question, and the order given each question. 
Individual questions were evaluated to determine whether each was 
clearly written so that the respondent interpretation of the question 
corresponded with the information desired for the study.
The revised Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey was 
submitted to a panel of judges consisting of educational administration 
professors and educational administration students for a final item 
analysis to check the content validity of the instrument. The panel of 
judges was invited to offer advice about the design of the survey and 
the content validity of the questions. Specific attention was given to 
the general content of the survey, each individual question, and the 
order given each question. Individual questions were evaluated to 
determine whether each was clearly written so that the respondent's 
interpretation of the question corresponded with the information desired 
by the study. The investigator made minor revisions to several 
questions in an effort to improve the final instrument.
A panel of five educational administration students 
independently judged the positive or negative direction of each
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question. Agreement was unanimous regarding the direction of each 
survey question. The panel determined that survey questions #24 and #32 
were found to be worded in a negative direction. Questions #24 and #32 
were scored in the opposite direction to statistically correct the 
negative direction of each questions for SPSS-X (Norusis, 1985).
Qualitative Procedures
While the Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey 
provides information on the attitudes and perceptions of teachers and 
principals in order to measure (a) the attitudes of principals and 
teachers regarding the process, (b) how it was functioning in their 
schools, and (c) perceptions of areas for involvement by teachers, it 
does not help determine some of the specific elements that influenced 
the survey outcomes. In an effort to learn more about site decision 
making behavior at each school, as suggested by the site based 
participatory decision making model, the investigator incorporated a 
site decision making master list to understand that behavior. The 
primary questions asked each interviewee were generated from this list.
The site decision making master list was developed from three 
sources of data collection. One source of information was the response 
to the Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey as revised by 
this investigator. Four open-ended questions on the Site Based 
Participatory Decision Making Survey provided respondents with an avenue 
to offer their insights. These open-ended survey questions were:
1. The things I like best about site based participatory decision 
making are:
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2. The things I like least about site based participatory decision 
making are:
3. Site based participatory decision making is most effective when:
4. Site based participatory decision making is least effective when:
A second source of information used to develop the site decision 
making master list was a review of the current literature. During the 
qualitative process the investigator chose to employ a beginning 
framework that included current change theory as relative. The 
literature provided an overview of factors that may potentially 
contribute, positively or negatively, to the implementation and 
utilization of a site based participatory decision making process.
The third source of data for developing the site decision making 
master list included formal and informal interviews with personnel in 
the host district. These interviews included school board members, 
administrative staff, certified staff, and non-certified staff.
Informal interviews were also conducted with university professors 
knowledgeable in theory and practice of organizational change and the 
site based decision making model. The data gathered from these three 
sources was used to continually update the site decision making master 
list. The investigator did not use the site decision making master list 
as an ordered inventory of questions to ask each interviewee. Instead, 
this list was used during each interview in an adaptable manner to 
assure that all relevant questions would eventually receive a response. 
Schatzman and Strauss (1973) state:
The interviewer does not use a specific, ordered list of 
questions or topics because this amount of formality would 
destroy the conversational style. He may have such a list in 
mind or actually in hand, but he is sufficiently flexible to
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order it in any way that seems natural to the respondent and to 
the interview situation (p. 70).
Documentation
While the Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey and 
the site decision making master list provide extensive information about 
the model and the people interacting with it, the representation is not 
complete. Archival data furnished the information necessary to finish 
the study.
To answer questions about organizational decision making in the 
area of the site based participatory decision making model at the 
district and site levels over time and to validate the survey and 
inventory data, the investigator examined: (a) documents, (b) mission 
statements and goals, (c) organizational charts, (d) planning documents, 
(e) budget documents, (f) committee assignments, (g) committee 
correspondence, and (h) committee processes.
Procedures
Contact was initiated with the school district studied in the 
fall of 1989. Three meetings were scheduled with the selected school 
district to detail the specifics of the study. Meetings were held with 
the Superintendent of Schools, the School Board, and the Academic 
Management Team, respectively. The Academic Management Team included 
the central administration, site principals, and teacher representatives 
from each school site. After detailed discussion it was determined that 
the school district would be an appropriate location for the study. To 
insure a high return of the survey it was decided during the meeting 
with the Academic Management Team that the investigator would distribute
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the Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey to all teachers and 
principals at each school site during a scheduled faculty meeting. It 
was further decided at the meeting with the Academic Management Team 
that the investigator would explain the relevance of the study during 
the scheduled faculty meeting and ask for the cooperation of all 
respondents in accurately completing and returning the survey.
The survey with an attached cover letter (see appendix D) was 
distributed to each principal and certified instructor at each school 
site by the investigator during a scheduled school faculty meeting in 
May of 1990. The investigator requested that the survey be completed by 
the next morning. Most surveys were completed the same day. A large 
envelope was provided with each survey. The cover letter instructed 
each respondent to place the completed survey in the envelope. The 
envelope was then placed in a designated box in the main office of each 
school.
The investigator returned to each school the following day to 
collect the completed surveys. Additional surveys were picked up at 
each school the following week.
The data collected from the Site Based Participatory Decision 
Making Survey was coded into a SPSS-X (Norusis 1985) computer software 
system for data analysis. Descriptive statistics including the mean 
score of each of the variables was determined: the teachers' and 
principals' attitudes regarding site based participatory decision making 
as a process, their attitudes regarding how the process was functioning 
in their school, the teachers' and principals' perceptions regarding
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areas for teacher involvement in the decision making process, and the 
demographic variables.
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistical procedure was used
to test the research questions that no significant difference was found
among teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding site based
participatory decision making as a process, their attitudes regarding
how the process was functioning in their school, and the teachers' and
principals' perceptions regarding areas for teacher involvement in the
decision making process (see appendix E). "ANOVA is a procedure for
determining how much of the total variability among scores to attribute
to various sources of variation and for testing hypotheses concerning
some of the sources" (Kirk 1990, 453). The decision to utilize ANOVA
was based on its ability to statistically account for two or more
independent samples drawn from populations having the same mean. Roscoe
(1975) offers the following argument for using ANOVA in a research study
containing more than one independent variable:
One-way analysis of variance is used for testing the 
hypothesis that two or more independent samples were drawn from 
populations having the same mean. The samples may be 
constituted by drawing independent random samples from a single 
population, subjecting them to experimentation, then comparing 
them on a single criterion variable. Or, the samples may be 
randomly drawn from different populations, then compared on a 
single criterion to determine whether the various populations 
differ with respect to this criterion (p. 292).
Roscoe (1975) identifies the following four assumptions
underlying the simple analysis of variance:
1. The criterion scores are statistically independent.
2. The criterion scores are drawn form normally distributed 
populations.
3. The criterion scores are drawn from populations having the same 
variance.
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4. Some authors like to list a fourth assumption-that of equal
population means (pp. 300-301).
In a test of significance, the contribution of any sample is a 
function of sample size and if the largest or smallest mean comes from a 
sample that is smaller than the other samples the researcher is less 
sure of significance due to the sample difference of the two means 
(Roscoe 1975). As the independent samples were drawn from samples of 
different size, the investigator employed Tukey's test for unequal 
sample sizes to determine the means that were significantly larger than 
the other means. An alpha level of .05 or less was used as the level of 
significance.
The investigator used the multi-site constant comparative 
methodology to learn more about the organizational decision making 
process at each school and how this process influenced the survey 
results (Bogdan and Biklen 1982, 68). The investigator conducted formal 
and informal interviews, observed the site based participatory decision 
making committee processes, and reviewed relevant documentation. The 
formal interviews were conducted using the site decision making master 
list. The relevant questions from the list were administered to school 
board members, administrative staff, certified staff, and non-certified 
staff. The review of the district's documentation included records at 
the central office, each school site, and those maintained by site based 
committee members. The investigator discontinued data gathering 
regarding individual elements in the site based participatory decision 
making process when "data saturation" was reached, the point in the 
study when additional data becomes redundant (Bogdan and Biklen 1982, 
64).
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The investigator developed coding categories for analysis of the 
qualitative data as suggested by Bogdan and Biklen (1982). Analysis was 
concurrent with data gathering and coding categories were established 
over the duration of the case study. The categories established 
reflected the information received through the qualitative process.
The investigator gave particular attention to patterns and 
themes that were perceived in each category. Keywords were developed to 
identify all patterns and themes within each major category. Validation 
of the patterns and themes were evaluated using a "constant comparative 
method" during interviews (p. 68). The investigator managed the 
interaction of the interview process for the purposes of validating the 
patterns and themes, and the "working hypothesis" identified within each 
category using the site decision making master list.
The investigator used a keyword paragraph sorting operation 
available in the WordPerfect 5.1 word processing software. This 
software allowed for the storing and retrieval of qualitative data using 
one data base. All data could be searched and re-searched for specific 
patterns and themes using keywords to fix the boundaries of each search. 
This sort procedure permitted the immediate grouping of analogous 
information.
After the patterns and themes in each category were identified, 
the investigator initiated an outline structure to begin the writing 
process. Considerable attention was given to the connections identified 
among the data sources to develop the outline structure.
"Document comment," a nonprinting comment feature of 
WordPerfect 5.1 word processing software, was used to maintain analytic
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memos of working inferences during the data collection and formal 
writing stages (Kelly 1988, 504). Formal and informal interview 
comments, key informants, observations, Site Based Participatory 
Decision Making open ended questions, and the district's documentation 
were used to support the investigator's observations.
Chapter III included a description of the quantitative and 
qualitative methodology, the population studied, and the research 
setting. Chapter IV reports the results of the statistical treatment of 
the data collected for the research questions.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY
The purpose of this chapter is to report the results germane to 
the appropriate research questions identified in Chapter I. This study 
explored the relationship of principals' and teachers' attitudes and 
perceptions toward the implementation of a site based participatory 
decision making process that was implemented in a small school district. 
The primary variables were:
1. What were the teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding the site 
based participatory decision making process?
2. What were the teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding how the 
site based participatory decision making process was functioning in 
their schools?
3. What were the teachers' and principals' perceptions regarding areas 
for teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision 
making process?
This chapter will include a summary of the characteristics of 
the sample, a reliability analysis of the nested variables, an item 
analysis of the survey, a delineation of the research questions, and a 





Of the 114 Site Based Participatory Decision Making Surveys 
dispersed, eighty-six were completed for a 75.4% rate. All of the data 
from the surveys were included in the data analysis. Of the eighty-six 
surveys returned, four were from principals and the remaining were from 
teachers.
The surveys were distributed at six school sites within the 
district studied. Of the thirty-six surveys disseminated at Site A, 
51.1% (n=22) were returned; Site B returned 23 of 28 (82.1%); 91.6% 
(n=ll) were returned for Site C; fifteen surveys were dispersed at Site 
D with a 93.3% (n=14) return rate; Site E returned four of eight (50%) 
survey; and 80% (n=12) were returned from Site F.
Of eighty-six respondents, 25.6% were from Site A, 26.7% were 
from Site B, 12.8% were from Site C, 16.3% were from Site D, 4.7% were 
from Site E, and 14% were from Site F. The distribution of the sample 
was fairly representative of the distribution of personnel within the 
district.
Each of the four principals engaged by the school district 
participated in the study. The district employed one principal at Site 
A and one principal at Site B, while two principals were employed each 
administering two sites respectively (Sites C and D, and Sites E and F). 
The distribution consisted of 25.6% (Site A), 26.7% (Site B), 29.1% 
(Sites C and D), and 18.6% (Sites E and F). The response rate by 
principal was more representational than by site comparisons.
Respondents were asked to identify their age category. Sixty- 
four percent of the eighty-six respondents identified themselves as
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forty-one and older. Those who identified themselves as thirty-one or 
older comprised 90.7% of the sample. Only 3.5% of the sample indicated 
their age range as being twenty-one to thirty years of age. This 





21-30 years 3 3.5
31-40 years 23 26.7
41-50 years 32 37.2
51-60 years 22 25.6
61 and over 1 1.2
Missing Data 5 5.8
Total 86 100.0
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were female or 
male. Of the respondents, 40.7% indicated male, while 53.5% identified 







Missing Data 5 5.8
Total 86 100.0
Respondents were asked to identify their highest educational 
degree. Fifty-nine respondents (68.6%) had earned a bachelor's degree, 
twenty-one (24.4%) had received master's degree, while four (4.7%) had 
attained a specialist or a doctoral degree. For further information 








Missing Data 2 2.3
86 100 .0Total
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Respondents were asked to identify years of experience as an 
educator. Seventy respondents (81.4%) indicated they had been in 
education for twelve years or more. Six of the respondents (7%) had 
been in education for seven years or less. For further information 




0 to 3 Years 2 2.3
4 to 7 Years 4 4.7
8 to 11 Years 6 7.0
12 to 15 Years 17 19.8
Over 16 Years 53 61.6
Missing Data 4 4.7
Total 86 100.0a
8 Total does not equal 100% due to rounding error
Respondents were asked to identify years in their current 
position. Fifty-two respondents (60.4%) indicated they had been 
employed in their current position for twelve years or more. Twenty-one 
of the respondents (24.4%) had been in their current positions for seven 





0 to 3 Years 10 11.6
4 to 7 Years 11 12.8
8 to 11 Years 9 10.5
12 to 15 Years 15 17.4
Over 15 Years 37 43.0
Missing Data 4 4.7
Total 86 100.0
Twenty-five (29.1%) respondents indicated that they had been a
member of a site based management committee while fifty-eight
respondents (67.4%) indicated they had not participated as a committee




Member - Yes 25 29.1
Member - No 58 67.4




Reliability tests were conducted on the three primary variables 
measured by the survey. The reliability coefficient for the involvement 
variable was .87. The reliability coefficient for the function variable 
was .83. The lowest reliability coefficient was on the process variable 
(.65) and was deemed acceptable by the investigator for this study. 
Additional reliability analysis was conducted on the process variable to 
determine whether omitting certain survey items would appreciably 
increase the reliability coefficient. Only a marginal increase was 
obtained, therefore it was determined that the benefit for this study 
was greater by keeping all ten items.
Survey Results
The Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey consisted of 
forty questions. Thirty of the questions measured the attitudes and 
perceptions of teachers and principals about the site based management 
participatory decision making process adopted by the school district 
under study. Selected data will be reviewed. For further information 
refer to table 7.
A t-test analysis was conducted on survey items comparing 
teachers with principals. Of the thirty-six items, four were found to 
be significant at the .05 level. Item #30 stated that "teachers had the 
expertise to be involved in educational decisions made in their school." 
The data indicated that teachers agreed with this statement more often 
than did principals (t=10.08; p=.001). The mean for teachers on item 
#30 was 4.62 and the mean for principals was 4.00.
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Items #23, 28, and 33 dealt with how the site based process was 
functioning at the school site. Number 23 stated that teachers 
currently are involved in the educational decisions affecting this 
school. The data indicated that principals agreed with this statement 
more often than did teachers (t=3.73; p=.014). The mean for principals 
was 4.25 and the mean for teachers was 3.20. Number 28 stated that 
teachers have meaningful input in establishing educational goals and 
setting educational priorities in their building. The data indicates 
that principals agreed with this statement more often than did teachers 
(t=5.22; p=.001). The mean for principals was 4.00 and the mean for 
teachers was 3.24.
Number 33 stated that teachers are provided with the information 
necessary to make educational decisions in their building. The data 
indicated that teachers disagreed more often with this statement when 
compared to principals (t=8.42; p-.OOl). The principal mean was 4.00 
and the teacher mean was 2.91. For further information refer to table 
7.
The thirty site based survey questions were classified into 
three primary variables. The three primary variables are involvement, 
function, and process. The involvement variable consisted of fifteen 
survey questions considering the teachers' and principals' perceptions 
regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site based management 
participatory decision making process. The five questions in the 
function variable examined the teachers' and principals' attitudes 
regarding how the process was functioning in their school. The ten 
survey questions contained within the process variable studied the
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teachers' and principals' attitudes regarding the process of site based 
management participatory decision making. For further information refer 
to table 8.
TABLE 7







1 . 4.19 4.25 .24
2. 4.65 4.00 .65
3. 4.53 4.75 .83
4. 4.65 4.00 .92
5. 4.15 3.75 .63
6 . 4.69 4.50 .65
7. 4.46 4.25 .78
8. 4.52 4.75 .89
9. 3.49 3.50 .01
10. 4.67 4.50 .56
11. 4.72 4.50 .73
12. 4.60 4.50 .35
13. 4.51 4.00 .71
14. 4.52 3.75 1.21
15. 4.42 3.75 1.05
22. 4.73 4.50 .79
23. 3.20 4.25 3.73*
24. 3.87 4.25 1.43
25. 4.41 4.25 .63
26. 3.20 4.00 1.85
27. 4.21 3.50 1.40
28. 3.24 4.00 5.22
29. 4.50 4.25 .96
30. 4.62 4.00 10.08**
31. 3.43 3.50 .14
32. 3.80 4.00 1.67
33. 2.91 4.00 8.42**
34. 3.82 4.00 .44
35. 3.43 3.50 .11
36. 3.62 4.00 .90
8 Items 1-15 had eighty-one respondents while items 22-35 received 
, eighty-two responses; four principals responded to each item.
M  Indicates significance at the .05 level.
Indicates significance at the .01 level.
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ITEM MEANS8 OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS 























Grand Mean 4.45 4.18
23. 3.19 4.25
26. 3.19 4.00
Function 28. 3.24 4.00
31. 3.42 3.50
33. 2.91 4.00











Grand Mean 4.10 4.03
8 Items 1-15 had eighty-one respondents while items 22-36 received eighty- 
two responses; four principals responded to each item.
109
Teachers and principals had a high level of agreement on the 
involvement variables relating to the areas for teacher participation in 
the decision making process. The eighty-one teachers had a mean of 
4.45, with an SD of .46. The mean of the four principals was 4.18 with 
an SD of .61.
The function variable for teachers had a large standard 
deviation (SD=.97) compared to the principals (SD=.30). The teachers 
mean was 3.20. The four principals had a mean of 3.95.
The data revealed very little difference in the means of 
teachers (M=4.10; SD«=.40) and principals (M=4.03; SD= .10) on the process 
variable. For further information refer to table 9.
TABLE 9
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS AND 
PRINCIPALS BY PRIMARY VARIABLES
Variables Teachers Principals
Mean 4.45 4.18
Involve SD .46 .61
N 81 4
Mean 3.20 3.95
Function SD .97 .30
N 82 4
Mean 4.10 4.03
Process SD .40 .10
N 82 4
Across the six sites, teachers consistently indicated a high 
degree of agreement on the involvement variables relating to the areas
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for teacher participation in the decision making process. The function 
variable results, across the six sites, were less consistent than the 
involvement variable. The mean for teachers at Site B was 2.50 with a 
SD of .91 and 2.90 (SD=.91) at Site A. In comparison, the highest mean 
on the function variable for teachers was 4.22 (SD=.32) at Site F. The 
teacher data on the process variable, at all six sites, indicated 
agreement with the basic tenets of a site based participatory decision 
making model. For further information refer to table 10.
TABLE 10
MEANS OF TEACHERS ON MAJOR VARIABLES BY SITE
Variables Site Site Site Site Site Site
A B C D E F
Involve Mean 4.30 4.38 4.45 4.66 4.42 4.64
SD .27 .57 .60 .37 .27 .42
N 21 22 10 13 4 11
Function Mean 2.90 2.50 3.64 3.35 4.05 4.22
SD .91 .91 .55 .87 .25 .32
N 21 22 11 13 4 11
Process Mean 3.96 4.20 4.14 3.92 4.15 4.34
SD .37 .44 .41 .36 .39 .33
N 21 22 11 13 4 11
The principals demonstrated less consistency on the involvement 
variables relating to the areas for teacher participation in the 
decision making process. Site B had the lowest mean score (M=3.64) on 
the involvement variable. The next lowest mean score (M=3.86) on the 
involvement variable was at Site A. Site E and F had the highest mean
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score (M=4.93). The next highest mean score (M=4.50) on the involvement 
variable was at Site C and D. The mean score of 3.86 for Site A was 
closest to the mean score of Site B, while the mean score of 4.50 for 
Site C and D scored closest to the mean score for Site E and F on the 
involvement variable.
The principals consistently indicated a high degree of agreement 
on the function and process variables. The greatest variation was found 
in the function variable at Site B (M=3.60) and Site A (M=3.83), in 
contrast with Site C and D (M=4.20) and Site E and F (M=4.20).
The data on the district's principals on the process variable, 
relating to their employment classification, indicated agreement with 
the basic tenets of a site based management participatory decision 
making model. For further information refer to table 11.
TABLE 11
MEANS OF THE FOUR PRINCIPALS ON THE MAJOR VARIABLES BY SITES8
Site A Site B Site C & D Site E & F
Involve 3.86 3.64 4.50 4.93
Function 3.83 3.60 4.20 4.20
Process 3.88 4.13 4.00 4.00
8 The mean score at each site was from a sample of one.
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Research Questions
Eleven of the twelve research questions will be discussed in 
detail. Question number twelve will be discussed in chapter five.
Question #1: Do the attitudes differ between all principals and 
all teachers at the school sites regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process? A oneway analysis of variance was conducted to 
answer this question. No significant differences were found at the .05 
level of significance (F=.14; p=.71). For further information refer to 
table 12.
Question #2: Do the attitudes differ between all principals and 
all teachers at the school sites on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning? A oneway analysis of variance 
was conducted to answer this question. No significant differences were 
found at the .05 level of significance (F=2.37; p=.13). For further 
information refer to table 12.
Question #3: Do the perceptions differ between all principals 
and all teachers at the school sites regarding areas for teacher 
involvement in the site based participatory decision making process? A 
oneway analysis of variance was conducted to answer this question. No 
significant differences were found at the .05 level of significance 
(F=1.27; p=.26). For further information refer to table 12.
Question #4: Do the attitudes differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school site regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process? A oneway analysis of variance was conducted to 
answer this question. No significant differences were found at the .05
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level of significance (F-2.11; p=.07). For further information refer to 
table 12.
TABLE 12
ONE WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON MAJOR VARIABLES 
PROCESS, FUNCTION, AND INVOLVEMENT
Research
Sample Question Variable F P
All 1. Process .14 .71
Principals 2. Function 2.37 .13
to all 
Teachers8
3. Involve 1.27 .26
Site 4. Process 2.11 .07
to 5. Function 9.35 .001
Siteb 6. Involve 1.87 .11
Site 7. Process 2.16 .07
Teachers 8. Function 9.43 .001
to Site 9. Involve 1.52 .19
Teachers
8 Sample size for principals is four. 
b Each site sample includes principal and teachers.
Question #5: Do the attitudes differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school site on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning? A oneway analysis of variance 
was conducted to answer this question. A significant difference was 
found among sites at the .001 level (F=9.35; p=.001). Because of 
unequal sample sizes a Tukey-B statistical procedure was performed.
Site C had a significantly higher mean than Site B. Site E had a 
significantly higher mean than Site A and Site B. Site F had a
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significantly higher mean than Site A and Site B. For further 
information refer to table 12 and table 13.
TABLE 13
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN PAIRS BY SITE OF PRINCIPALS 
AND TEACHERS AT THE 0.05 LEVEL
Site
Mean Site




3.64 Site C *
4.05 Site E * *
4.22 Site F * *
* Indicates site pairs significantly different at the 0.05 level.
Further analyses revealed a significant difference between the 
sites when the sample was combined under the administration of the four 
principals on how the participatory decision making process was 
functioning . A significant difference was found among principals at 
the .001 level (F=15.65; p=.001). Because of unequal sample sizes a 
Tukey-B statistical procedure was performed. Site C and D had a 
significantly higher mean than Site B and Site A. Site E and F had a 
significantly higher mean than Site B and Site A. Site E and F had a
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significantly higher mean than Site C and D. For further information 
refer to table 14.
TABLE 14
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN PAIRS BY SITE 
OF TEACHERS AT THE 0.05 LEVEL
Mean Site
Site
B A C & D E & F
2.55 Site B
2.94 Site A
3.51 Sites C & D * *
4.18 Sites E & F * * *
* Indicates principal pairs significantly different at the 0.05 level.
Question #6: Do the perceptions differ among the principal and 
teachers at the six school site regarding areas for teacher involvement 
in the site based participatory decision making process? A oneway 
analysis of variance was conducted to answer this question. No 
significant differences were found at the .05 level of significance 
(F=1.87; p=.11). For further information refer to table 12.
Question #7: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among the six 
school sites regarding the site based participatory decision making 
process? A oneway analysis of variance was conducted to answer this 
question. No significant differences were found at the .05 level of
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significance (F=2.16; p=.07). For further information refer to table
1 2 .
Question #8: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among the six 
school sites on how the site based participatory decision making process 
was functioning? A oneway analysis of variance was conducted to answer 
this question. A significant difference was found at the .05 level 
(F=9.43; p=.001). Because of unequal N's a Tukey-B statistical 
procedure was performed. Site C had a significantly higher mean than 
Site B. Site E had a significantly higher mean than Site A and Site B. 
Site F had a significantly higher mean than Site A and Site B. For 
further information refer to table 12 and table 15.
Question #9: Do the perceptions of teachers differ among the six 
school sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site based 
participatory decision making process? A oneway analysis of variance 
was conducted to answer this question. No significant differences were 
found at the .05 level of significance (F-1.52; p=.19). For further 
information refer to table 12.
Question #10: Do the attitudes of the principal regarding the 
site based participatory decision making process differ from the 
attitudes of teachers on how the site based participatory decision 
making process was functioning at each school site? A t-test analysis 
was conducted regarding the process variable for the individual 
principals to the function variable of the respective teacher sample at 
each site. The principal attitudes at each site regarding the site 
based participatory decision making process differed significantly from 
the respective teachers' attitudes regarding how the process was
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TABLE 15
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN PAIRS BY PRINCIPAL OF 
PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS AT THE 0.05 LEVEL
Mean Site
Site




3.64 Site C *
4.05 Site E * *
4.22 Site F * *
* Indicates site pairs significantly different at the 0.05 level.
functioning. The mean (M=3.88) of the principal at Site A on the
process variable differed significantly from the Site A teachers' mean 
(M=2.90) on how the process was functioning at site A (t=4.94; p=.01). 
The mean (M=4.13) of the principal at Site B on the process variable 
differed significantly from the Site B teachers' mean (M=2.50) on how 
the process was functioning at site A (t=8.40; p=.01). The mean 
(M=4.00) of the principal at Site C and D on the process variable 
differed significantly from the Site C and D teachers' mean (M=3.48) on 
how the process was functioning at site C and D (t=3.44; p=.01). The 
mean (M=4.00) of the principal at Site E and F on the process variable 
differed significantly from the Site E and F teachers' mean (M=4.17) on 
how the process was functioning at site A (t=-2.19; p=.05).
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Question #11: What elements have influenced the implementation 
of the site based participatory decision making process at the six 
school sites as evidenced in the four open ended survey questions? Four 
open-ended questions on the Site Based Participatory Decision Making 
Survey provided the school district respondents with an opportunity to 
offer their insights on the site based participatory decision making 
process adopted by the school district. The responses were then coded 
into patterns and themes reflecting the various elements identified by 
the respondents.
The following text includes verbatim quotes from teachers and 
principals. The investigator has not edited for grammatical errors, 
however, spelling errors have been corrected. All of the words 
underlined by the respondents on the survey remained underlined in this 
text.
The first question asked the respondents to identify the things 
they liked best about site based participatory decision making. Of the 
eighty-six surveys received, fifty-four (62.8%) respondents provided 
information for the first question.
Twenty-seven of the fifty-four respondents perceived the 
opportunity to participate in the decision making process as an 
important outcome of the site based participatory decision making 
process. A number of individual themes were identified within the 
participatory category.
Many respondents reported that they were pleased to have a 
chance to participate in the decision making process. One teacher 
stated, "I have a say in educational policies and other things that
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affect my job and workplace," while another said, "we have some input," 
a "part in the system," and yet another respondent wanted "meetings 
where all are involved." Stated more eloquently, one respondent 
replied, "the entire staff works in concert, addressing common goals and 
ends."
A number of respondents equated the role of teacher
participation in the site based participatory decision making process
with improved decision making. One respondent stated it was "always
better to work as a team. Teachers know what their major concerns are."
Another added that improved decisions were made "by expanding
opportunities for education employees to access and implement good ideas
and by facilitating systemwide integration of educational programs."
Similarly, one respondent identified specific areas that would profit by
this decision making process. That respondent stated site based
participatory decision making:
provides an opportunity for direct input into curriculum, 
policy, budgeting, etc. The people that implement the decisions 
are directly involved in the initial decisions developed.
People feel ownership in decisions if they are involved from the 
beginning and show more commitment.
One respondent identified teachers as important role players in 
the specific decision making areas of curriculum and student policies by 
saying "it's our business and we have an interest in it." Another 
respondent expanded this idea by adding "it would also give staff in 
other areas a chance to view the pluses and minuses of each area, 
hopefully bringing more understanding among staff and staff and 
students."
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One respondent specifically emphasized that the site based 
participatory decision making process was one that would positively 
influence behavioral changes. This respondent stated that the "staff 
keeps up on new and innovative educational processes and information 
through workshops, etc." However, another respondent identified the 
quality of the outcomes as being in direct relationship with the quality 
of teacher participation. This respondent stated, "effective 
performance requires effective participation."
Four respondents identified the decision making process as 
effectively eliminating the principal from making all the important 
decisions at the site. One respondent stated, "all persons in the site 
have input into the decisions. The principal then does not make all 
decisions involving/regarding the school and its purpose." Another 
added, "you feel that you have a part rather than being dictated."
Additionally, a third respondent suggested that the principal
had little knowledge in many of the decision making areas. This
individual identified the following as important:
the feeling that we have a say in the teaching of the students 
and not be dictated to by administration that is unfamiliar with 
teaching. Any decisions and discussions should be a cooperative 
effort and not a unilateral mandate.
Still another respondent suggested teacher participation in the decision 
making process would cause all participants to become "stakeholders," 
causing "strong collegiality," resulting in "less criticism of those who 
traditionally would make decisions."
Twelve respondents identified an improved educational program as 
an important outcome of the site based participatory decision making 
process. A number of individual themes were identified within this
121
category. The participatory decision making process improves the 
quality of education, as one respondent proclaimed, "each school can 
shine on their own." The quality discussed was often identified with 
improved student outcomes through "having a say in the teaching of 
students," and having "the opportunity to decide what is best for our 
students."
The reasons perceived for causing an improved educational 
program were many. One respondent stated, "good decisions are made as 
close to the situation where they impact as possible. . . I believe it 
enhances education at all levels." Another supported this idea by 
suggesting that education improves when "teachers are involved and their 
expertise is tapped and utilized. Two heads are better than one, and 
when we all work together, good ideas are generated, developed and 
implemented." This respondent further suggested that the process will 
improve with greater teacher participation. "The base of participation 
needs to be broadened in our building to develop a team philosophy and 
spirit."
Another respondent indicated that "with well-informed people 
involved in the decision making process, the resolution arrived at will 
be best for everyone." Additionally, one respondent stated that 
"educational design methods and models are unlimited."
Eleven respondents classified ownership as an important outcome 
of this decision making process. Many respondents simply stated it gave 
them a sense of ownership. One stated "with input from everyone, more 
ownership is gained," while another said, "ownership of the results is
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taken on by staff." Other respondents identified specific outcomes
generated by ownership. One respondent suggested:
a person can develop ownership of rules and educational 
decisions that he or she has taken part in creating. That means 
you have to go with the "ship you built" and not complain about 
someone else "who built the ship you're using." Another 
confirmed this thought by declaring, "teachers tend to be more 
supportive if they have 'ownership.'"
Twelve responses specifically cited improved climate, improved 
morale, and greater self-esteem as an outcome of this process. One 
respondent stated the process "makes for a happier work place and 
extends down to the students" while another suggested the process causes 
"a general feeling of together," while yet another declared "strong 
collegiality" as an outcome.
Another respondent elaborated that "a feeling of worth is a by 
product. You personally attain a feeling of satisfaction as one sees 
his/her ideas become a reality and work, no matter what the idea 
involves." Another confirmed that "it gives everyone a chance to give 
their ideas and will make everyone feel valued as a member of the 
decision-making team." Others simply stated that the "staff is more 
involved, feel needed" and that "teachers feel they are worth something" 
and are "more valuable to the system."
Additionally, respondents cited better information and the 
ability of each site to function differently as important. Three 
respondents reaction to question number one was to declare that they had 
never heard of the site based participatory decision making process.
The second question asked the respondents to identify the things 
they liked least about site based participatory decision making. Of the
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eighty-six surveys received, forty-nine (57.0%) respondents provided 
information for the second question.
Fourteen of the forty-nine respondents disliked elements within 
the structural framework of the decision making process. Many 
identified the composition of the committee membership as an area of 
concern. One respondent stated that too often the same teachers served 
on "all committees." Another recommended "it has to be an inclusive 
process and not an exclusive group process. It must involve everyone."
Other respondents expressed concerns that decentralizing 
decisions to the site would hurt district cohesiveness. One respondent 
stated, "we no longer look at us as being part of the whole district 
plan." Another suggested that "there may be gross inconsistencies 
district-wide which would cause nightmares for students transferring 
from one school to another within this district." Still another 
expanded this thought:
if you carried this concept to its extreme, we would have school 
district #564, #565, #566 . . . The problem I see is where do 
you set the limits because with a four building elementary set­
up you need strong consistency. We lack that now.
Additionally, other respondents suggested that the site based 
participatory decision making process was not yet in place. One 
suggested that the process "is still in the development stage and still 
not at its best." Another stated, "right now it is limited in scope, 
the board makes a mockery of the process by not following through." 
Still a third stated:
it is ill defined and no one knows the parameters allowed. [It 
is] not supported by board-not known by the community-decision 
making which does take place is assumed by the teachers to be on 
an advisory basis with no responsibility for the results as 
consequences.
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Another theme liked least by fourteen respondents was the 
additional time needed to participate in the process. One respondent 
simply stated that there was "not enough time to work with the process 
. . .  We add more responsibilities, but never allow for extra time 
daily, weekly, or monthly." Another tied the lack of time with a need 
to be in the classroom. "Busy meetings, listening to reports, etc. when 
all the while you know that you really have work (correcting papers, 
etc.) to do in the classroom."
Many responded to the second question by identifying difficulty 
in working together cooperatively. One was concerned with "not being 
listened to," another "trying to get people to forget about individual 
needs and put the groups [needs] ahead of the individual," while still a 
third stated "teachers tend to get picky when they are asked to make 
decisions." A fourth simply stated it was important that all 
participate. What I liked least is, "when all members don't speak or 
give their opinion to the whole group so that everyone can benefit from 
their insights and observations.
Another respondent identified district-wide cooperation as a
concern:
the divisions that have developed between east and west . . . 
one side of the river versus the other. This has been fueled by 
the lack of cooperation and coordination between principals and 
the lack of grade level meetings to facilitate communication and 
sharing among teachers.
Other respondents declared what they liked least about the 
process was a lack of acceptance, primarily acceptance by the principal. 
One respondent simply stated "principals have trouble with it." Another
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suggested that "it doesn't work if the principal is a controller and 
makes the decisions he wants."
Another theme identified as an area least liked about the 
decision making process was the need for participant accountability.
One stated, "sometimes the decisions are going to be wrong and I have to 
take partial credit for that also." Another respondent suggested that 
"some want site based but don't want any responsibility to serve on a 
committee as member or leader. They always want someone else to do the 
work."
Training, climate, and parent involvement were also addressed. 
One respondent declared that "teachers need to be trained in 
empowerment. This is a new role, and we need to understand the process 
and our new responsibility." Another expressed the concern that 
"sometimes different personalities clash and someone is always left 
feeling bad about the decision." Still another considered the question 
of parent involvement and was concerned about the quality of decisions, 
"if parents get too involved in the decision making process. To me the 
professional is more informed."
The third question asked the respondents to identify when site 
based participatory decision making was most effective. Of the eighty- 
six surveys received, fifty-four (62.8%) respondents provided 
information for the third question.
Twenty-one of the forty-nine respondents stated that site based 
participatory decision making works best when all participate. 
Respondents stated it worked best when "more individuals have a say in 
policy decisions," when "everyone in the building is asked to be
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involved and does," and when "everyone makes an all out effort to attend 
the events that they have a chance to be a part of." Another respondent 
agreed that site based management worked best when all were involved, 
yet added a qualifier. "Everyone is involved and there are no 'power 
players'."
Another respondent provided a general overview of participation:
It starts at the level of teachers, parents, and students with 
the administration guiding and making suggestions that are 
discussed among the group and a rational consensus is reached 
without having retaliatory effects after the decision is made.
Support was another theme identified by eleven respondents. The
support for the decision making process must be district wide. As one
respondent stated about when the process works best:
it has total support-from the superintendent to the custodian, 
cook, etc. Most importantly it needs the support and leadership 
that only a building principal can provide, and an openness to 
new ideas and change.
Another stated it works best when, "the principal is strongly in favor 
of this approach." However, one respondent cautioned that all committee 
members needed to take the decisions made seriously. This respondent 
further stated that "no punishment in future decisions" should be 
forthcoming because a past decision "went against policy that the 
administration at the top wanted to get through." Additionally, one 
suggested that the process worked best when all supported the outcomes. 
The process works best when "members support policies and decisions made 
by the group wholeheartedly even if they don't agree totally."
Many respondents suggested that the decision making process 
worked best when there was cooperation between teachers and 
administration. One suggested the process worked best when "both
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administration and teaching staff can sit down and express opinions and 
then reach a decision both sides can live with." Another respondent 
argued that the process worked best when "both sides, 
authority/subordinates, have power." Still others stressed a need for 
leadership at all levels of the process.
A number of respondents were concerned about the structure of 
the decision making process. One suggested that "philosophy, process, 
and procedures are defined so that participants are comfortable with 
their roles." Others desired "regularly scheduled meetings," agendas 
"related to real issues," and a process in place so "the end results of 
the decision making can be weighed . . .  to determine if it was a wise 
decision."
The importance of training participants to become effective 
members in the process was related by many respondents. One suggested a 
"sufficient amount of in-service precede decision making." Another 
simply stated that it works best when "everyone understands the process 
and their role in it."
Additional themes suggested by respondents were trust, adequate 
time, and quality information. In the area of trust, one respondent 
stated a need to build "a trust level between principal and staff . . . 
so everyone isn't threatened by group decision making."
The fourth question asked the respondents to identify when site 
based participatory decision making was least effective. Of the eighty- 
six surveys received, fifty-three (61.6%) respondents provided 
information for the fourth question.
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Thirty-two of the fifty-three respondents identified concerns in 
how site based participatory decision making process was executed at the 
site. Many respondents were concerned with the actual participants and 
their specific roles in the decision making process.
It was thought that the decision making process would work best 
if most teachers were involved in the process. One respondent stated it 
worked least effectively when it was "decided by only a few, select 
teachers." Another was concerned that only a "select group have input 
into the process," while another respondent was concerned when 
"decisions are made by a few." Another respondent stated a concern that 
the process works least effectively when "the few who crow loudest 
influence all . . ."
Associated with the role the teacher played was the role the 
principal performed in the decision making process. Many respondents 
were concerned that the process needed to be democratic with both 
teachers and the principal having equal authority. The responses ranged 
in concern from minimal teacher involvement in the decision making 
process to no involvement. One respondent stated the process is least 
effective when "it is one-sided," another suggested that it is when "a 
principal will not allow others to express their views/ ideas/needs." 
Still another reported it works least effectively when "the 
administrator and principal make their own decisions in spite of staff 
recommendations to the contrary." Another respondent agreed stating the 
effectiveness is decreased when "one person insists on running the 
show."
129
Additionally, respondents identified a lack of understanding of 
how the process should work. One stated that "the staff hasn't been 
inserviced as to what site based participatory decision making is." 
Another suggested the participants had not had "sufficient in-service, 
guidance" to understand the process. Others also identified a lack of 
time to make decisions. One stated "all opinions are not given equal 
consideration and enough time is not allotted to make calm, rational, 
and responsible choices or decisions."
Also mentioned was a "lack of communications," at the site, as 
well as a need for "outside input." Others identified the need for real 
issues, not "Mickey Mouse issues" and a need for "meetings/events to 
pull together the goals" of the school site. This was summed up by 
another who declared that it was least effective when the faculty 
"develop a program which is best for themselves rather than thinking of 
what is best for students."
Also recognized as important was the need of support from all 
participants in the district for the process to function effectively.
One respondent suggested the site based decision making process is least 
effective when "there is a lack of leadership and commitment. There is 
a lack of openness to new ideas-when suggestions are squashed with 
putdowns or comments." This created teachers and staff who "cease to 
come forth and care." Another simply stated that the process will not 
work when the "administration will not allow it to happen, from 
principal to board of education, and teachers feel it is a waste of
time.
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The need for cooperation was high on the list of many 
respondents. One suggested the process is least effective when 
"everyone's personal concerns come before the common good." Others 
suggested there were difficulties when the administration controlled the 
outcomes. Another declared the process was least effective when "the 
principal gives only partial [information]," another when "the principal 
controls the voting," still another when "the principal injects his 
wants and funnels the chain of thought around what he wants the outcomes 
to be."
Other respondents stated the process is least effective when the 
administration does not cooperate with decisions made through the 
committee process. One concluded it is least effective when "changes 
are explored, reviewed, and recommended and one or more people scrap the 
entire idea, plan, etc.-especially if they . . . hold the power." A 
second referred to the central office and stated the process was least 
effective when the "central authority overrides recommendations" which 
caused "inter-school tensions-or intra school tensions (cross-town 
rivalry is fierce in [this district])."
Many respondents identified school climate as a theme that 
caused the process to be less effective. One simply suggested that the 
process caused "splits among the staff members," while another suggested 
the process caused "negative feelings." One respondent suggested that 
it is least effective "when not everyone is happy with the decision. . . 
Pettiness can develop and competitiveness that is not healthy." One 
respondent generalized that "a few people keep things from the rest.
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Things [are] not out in the open and when something does get done the 
credit is given to the few who put themselves in the foreground."
Chapter IV reported the results of the statistical treatment of 
the data collected for the research questions. The summaries of the 
quantitative and qualitative findings will be presented in Chapter VI. 
Chapter V reports the data from the qualitative study at the school 
district. The Chapter includes a description of the elements that 
influenced the movement to site based participatory decision making at 
the district level and at each school site.
CHAPTER V
ON-SITE QUALITATIVE DATA
The investigator established a six-week relationship with the 
school district as an administrative intern during the winter of 1988- 
89. Further contact was initiated with the school district in the fall 
of 1989. Three meetings were scheduled with school district officials 
to detail the specifics of the study. Meetings were held with the 
Superintendent of Schools, the School Board, and the Administrative 
Team, respectively. After detailed discussion it was determined that 
the school district would be an appropriate location for the study.
This chapter will report the elements that have influenced the 
implementation of the site based participatory decision making model at 
the six school sites, under the leadership of the site principal, as 
evidenced by formal and informal interviews, observations, and a review 
of the district's documentation.
As the research has illustrated, the implementation of site- 
based participatory decision making is a complex operation that requires 
a multifaceted implementation process. The lack of comprehensive study, 
structured planning, and long-term support will typically slow, if not 
defeat, the process. A working hypothesis of the investigator was that 
variables could be identified that would either assist or hinder the 
sites' movement to site based participatory decision making.
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Formal and informal interviews with school personnel in the host 
district were conducted over a four month period between February and 
June of 1990, with one additional interview in August of 1990. Fifty- 
one formal taped interviews of thirty to ninety minutes were conducted. 
Six formal group interviews, one at each site, were conducted. Four 
formal written interviews were conducted with individuals who preferred 
not to be interviewed on tape. Additionally, informal conversations 
continued while the investigator was on-site throughout this case study. 
The investigator utilized the informal conversations to identify key 
issues and cross-check the accuracy of the data collected.
The interviews were conducted with school board members, 
administrative staff, certified staff, and non-certified staff. All 
formal interviews were conducted using questions generated for the 
teachers at the specific site being interviewed. The questions were 
refined as additional information was received from participants.
The investigator departed from the questions when the respondent 
introduced original, potentially relevant information. Purposeful 
sampling was used to verify the content of information received from the 
participants interviewed. The investigator continued the qualitative 
study process until data saturation was reached. Data saturation is 
defined by Bogdan and Biklen (1982) as "the point of data collection 
where the information you get becomes redundant" (p. 64). The 
investigator also examined: (a) district documents, (b) mission 
statements and goals, (c) organizational charts, (d) planning documents, 
(e) budget documents, (f) committee assignments, (g) committee 
correspondence, and (h) committee processes.
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The chapter format includes five specific areas. The first area 
includes data from the school board and central office personnel. This 
is followed by four sections specific to the principals employed by the 
district. Two principals administered two sites each. The investigator 
chose to combine and present the information under the administration of 
each principal. This process was chosen because the data at each site 
under one administrator was more similar than different.
District Level
By 1985 the school district had already experienced many years
of continued budget recision. Labor relations had become difficult
during the 1980s and building neglect born from a lack of funds seemed
insurmountable. Building referendums consistently failed to receive the
necessary public support. During the 1970s and early 1980s the district
experienced an extended period of administrative discomfort between a
previous superintendent and the district's employees. Additionally,
during the time of this study, the relationships between the
superintendent and the principals, as well as the principals and the
teachers were to some extent strained. These factors caused what
appeared to be stagnation at the building site level with a lack of
trust and/or respect evident between and among building administration
and staff. These difficult 1985 conditions were characterized by the
superintendent in the following words:
at that point they [school board] had an unsuccessful 
referendum, we were in the process of getting the high school 
condemned, had just passed a referendum to get the boiler plant 
in place, we were cutting again for the sixth straight year, we 
had what I would call marginal, marginal, marginal labor 
relations, they had turned the corner but they were still 
marginal, they had a brand new superintendent and the board
135
chair was elected president of the school board association 
statewide so his attention was focused there (Rl, 16 August 
1990).
These conditions were further delineated by an educational 
consultant retained to assist the district in moving toward the specific 
goals as identified in the district's Five Year Plan. The deficits, as 
stated in a December 12, 1988 letter to the school district by this 
consultant were:
a low level of intra staff trust; you [the district] had a 
pattern of frequent confrontations and grievances; [the 
district] had a perception of uncertain (even low) community 
support; [the district] had daunting physical facilities 
problems; [the district] had some perceptions of board-faculty 
and administrator-faculty transactions as "them versus us"; [the 
district] had a climate which was characterized by "cross 
currents" (p. 2).
In the same letter, the consultant also identified the environmental
concerns of the school district as follows:
[The district] had a community that didn't understand, nor 
appreciate, the strike; [the district] had a history of several 
failed bond issues; [the district] had a rapid enrollment 
erosion (and some projections which were predictive of further 
dramatic erosion); [the district] lived in a region and 
community which had experienced severe economic shots 
(agriculture, manufacturing) (p. 2).
The school district, in the eyes of the superintendent, had been 
a "dysfunctional organization since 1981" (Rl, 16 August 1990). The 
factors that were perceived to have caused this school system to be 
dysfunctional were: a teacher strike, budget cuts, problems with 
facilities, failed bond issues, and a lack of inter-staff trust. These 
factors also apparently caused the school board to be predominately 
concerned with issues other than curriculum and instruction.
It became evident to the superintendent that with these 
conditions facing the school district a change process was necessary.
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The primary focus on the part of the superintendent was to "modify" and 
"evolve" the educational climate in the district (Rl, 16 August 1990). 
The previous superintendent had started what might be described as a 
healing process; however, the healing process was now in the hands of 
the new superintendent and school board to "put it all back together so 
it [school district] could do something" (Rl, 16 August 1990). One 
board member suggested that "what we were trying to do was create an 
environment that would allow for some impact on the instruction arena 
down the road" (R2, 21 May 1990).
The school board, during the early 1980s, was primarily 
concerned with issues other than curriculum and instruction issues. 
Nevertheless, during the 1985-86 school year the board acknowledged the 
need to look toward the future.
We had a lot of problems in our district and everyone seemed to 
think that if we had a long range plan it would have solved all 
these things . . . The board from the onset realized what he 
[the superintendent] was doing, but sometimes I wondered if we 
did, I don't know if we had as good a focus as [the 
superintendent] did. He pushed us to make some commitments for 
the future. I don't think the board would have done that on 
their own (R2, 21 May 1990).
In the spring of 1985 the school board authorized the 
development of a plan that eventually included the implementation of 
building level management. The primary purpose of this plan was "to 
modify and evolve the educational climate within [the] district" (Five- 
Year Plan 1986, 3). The genesis for the plan evolved out of educational 
ideas that the superintendent had obtained from "effective schools" 
literature. Additionally, educational thoughts and ideas for the plan 
were developed at the superintendent's first retreat for his 
administrative team during the fall of 1985:
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It was the very first time that the administrators and I came 
together with me being Superintendent. . . .  we [administrative 
team] kind of worked on it alone for about a day and a half and 
I said, this is what I think about school. What do you folks 
think? From there I wrote a paper, that they reviewed, and I 
asked for individual commitments if they were comfortable to do 
this and implement it. (Rl, 16 August 1990)
From this background, the superintendent developed and finalized 
a five-year strategic plan. The Five-Year Plan was formally introduced 
to the school board at a Board Meeting in February of the 1985-86 school 
year. Also in attendance at this meeting were community leaders, staff, 
parents, and students. The plan was formally ratified in April of 1986. 
Additionally, in September of 1986 the School Board adopted a building 
level management policy that encouraged all staff to participate in 
decision making at the site level (School Board Policy #: ABB, 1986). 
This plan included teacher participation in the following decision 
making areas:
1. instructional improvement and innovation
2. input into policy development




7. staff development (School Board Policy #: ABB, 1986)
As well as requiring that staff be involved in site level decisions, the 
board policy also required the central office to involve school district 
staff in the development of district-wide rules, regulations, and 
procedures for the operation of the school.
In the initial stages, the Five-Year Plan was perceived as the 
"conceptual framework" that allowed the school district to define, both 
"mission and philosophy" of the school district (Rl, 16 August 1990). 
Included in this first phase of the Five-Year Plan was a self study to
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"develop a common sense of purpose and clearly defined goals and 
expectations within our school district relative to student achievement" 
(Five-Year Plan 1986, 6).
This study included data gathering, board analysis, development 
of initial mission and goal statements, and a formal review by the 
public. This phase was conducted by a teacher already employed in the 
district and under the guidance of the district's superintendent.
Concomitant to the district-wide study in phase one was the 
required establishment of written goals and mission statements at each 
school site. The accomplishment of these tasks was left to the 
individual school sites to accomplish.
The second part of the first phase identified five subgoals to 
"initiate district level support for the management of instructional 
improvement efforts at the building level" (Five Year Plan 1986, 9).
Each of these subgoals are related to the process of site based 
participatory decision making. The subgoals are listed as follows:
1. To increase the building level flexibility in making 
financial decisions within the constraints of their 
established budgets.
2. To increase the building level autonomy in the management of 
their special education programs.
3. To establish formal communication linkages to facilitate 
continuous dialogue and support for building level 
management.
4. To review our overall personnel management system.
5. To increase the amount of public contact with our schools 
and make them aware of the building level management system 
(Five-Year Plan 1986, 9).
The second phase of the Five-Year Plan specifically referred to 
the site based management process. "To encourage school-site management 
with considerable autonomy in determining the exact means by which the
139
goals and expectations of the district and building are to be met" 
(Five-Year Plan 1986, 11).
Thus, by April of 1986 the School Board had adopted a plan to
guide the district toward the site based participatory decision making
process. However, even though the school board formally adopted the
Five-Year Plan, the board claimed little "ownership" in the document.
The board really didn't see the end product until it was done.
We were just another stakeholder. That is kind of how we felt 
about it, too. We agreed with the process but we didn't own it, 
we didn't own the document, we didn't own the plan (R2, 21 May 
1990).
In fact, it was difficult for most of the employees of the 
school district to take ownership in the Five-Year Plan. For some, the 
plan evolved out of the "bottom-up" self study carried out by a fellow 
teacher. For others, the Five Year Plan (1986) was seen as a top-down 
offshoot of the superintendent's involvement in a Bush Fellowship. The 
Bush Fellowship required participants to develop and implement a written 
plan. The top-down opinion was echoed by many employees, including one 
employee who stated:
Should I tell you what I think, but I might be wrong, I think 
that when [the superintendent] went to Bush [Fellowship], he 
decided that it was a good Bush project and wrote it up and 
handed it out and that covered his butt (R3, 25 April 1990).
Still other employees had a top-down concept of how the movement 
to site based participatory decision making was initiated. One teacher 
stated:
I think we were just told, you know we got thrown the five year 
plan, that was [the superintendent's] choice, that decisions 
would be made as a staff and more at a building level. I think 
[our principal] was told that that is the way it was going to be 
(R4, 16 March).
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To further cloud the issue of ownership in the process was a
statement made by one board member. "Well it is a process that we are
giving to our teachers, we don't expect them to understand or be
involved, we just want them to perceive that they have more involvement,
but we still have total control" (R5, 12 March 1990). However, the
majority opinion of the school board was expressed by one board member
who responded to the previous statement:
That wasn't the feeling of the board, it wasn't at the time. I 
sincerely feel that. We really had concerns about our 
principals, plus the million other concerns that we had in the 
district, but, as far as empowering teachers, I think it was a 
legitimate offer, or exercise on the board's part, I do (R2, 21 
May 1990).
Within the school district, the consensus of the district's 
employees was that there was no consensus as to how or why the Five Year 
Plan (1986) originated. Even though the educational benefit to be 
gained from the adoption of the Five-Year Plan (1986) seemed to be the 
primary reason for its adoption, other reasons also were apparent. At 
the outset of embracing the Five-Year Plan (1986), the school district 
had experienced complaints that concerned the effectiveness of some 
individuals in the principalship roles. Teachers and board members had 
complained to the superintendent that there was little innovation; there 
was a feeling that nothing new was happening in the district.
The superintendent first noted specific positive personal 
qualities in each of the principals before he characterized his 
administrative team as:
one of the weaker administrative teams that I have seen. That 
was not necessarily their fault. Generally, they lacked the 
educational level, training, and experience to have a positive 
attitude toward change. I'm not the first person to express 
this . . . (Rl, 16 August 1990).
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Throughout the district, there was the perception that the 
superintendent was having some difficulties with the principals.
However, it was less understood in the district that this confrontation 
was not from the superintendent alone. There had been considerable 
apprehension from board members about the effectiveness of those in the 
principalship positions. One board member suggested the need to change 
the way the principals were administering the schools (R2, 21 May 1990). 
Another board member explained:
[The superintendent] had problems with the principals, but the 
problems of the principals started on the board level. The 
board really wanted [the superintendent] to put pressure on the 
principals. That came from every single member of the board. I 
am speaking for the board when I say that. We pushed him in 
that direction, and he had to do something. We were very 
unhappy, very unsatisfied . . . (R2, 21 May 1990).
It seemed apparent that the school board wanted the
superintendent to pressure the principals into adopting major changes in
their administrative methods. However, time seemed to temper this
desire. A board member suggested:
To [the superintendent's] benefit, that is not how he approached 
it. . . . [The superintendent's] vision was more correct, a 
better way to manage people than the board was looking at 
because I think I have seen some changes in some administrators.
They still have a long way to go. I think some are salvageable, 
which we weren't sure about back then (R2, 21 May 1990).
Teachers from throughout the district, particularly at the
elementary level, were concerned that the district was not involved in a
dialogue that evaluated the changing educational needs of the school
system. A familiar refrain was expressed by one teacher, and confirmed
by the others, during a group interview:
You didn't dare say anything because you were just the teacher 
and what [the principal] wanted was going to be law and that was 
it and you didn't really dare bring up anything or do anything
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that was going to cause a conflict, or step on somebody else's 
toes, or anything like that. You just came to school, did your 
job and just stayed at a certain level and you didn't dare try 
anything new or anything like that (R6 group, 4 May 1990).
As teachers became more concerned about curriculum and 
instruction issues within their respective schools, they also became 
more aggressive in bypassing the site level administrator. The 
superintendent relayed the process, "So what they did then . . . [they] 
skipped the principals and went right to [the superintendent]" for 
action (Rl, 16 August 1990).
The superintendent believed:
the biggest impediment and complaint that our teachers had was 
that the principals were viewed as obstructionistic in 
implementing any change. At the same time the superintendent 
believed that the district's teachers were ready to implement 
change (Rl, 16 August 1990).
What should have been the role of the principal at the site
level as teachers viewed it? At the very least, some teachers wanted
the principal to get out of the way and allow them to make the changes
necessary at the site level. One teacher stated:
This building functions best when we are left on our own. We 
make wonderful decisions, there are wonderful teachers in this 
building, very creative teachers, wonderful teachers, the best 
way that we work though, is without any principal. We work 
better together, but without a principal (R4, 7 April 1990).
On the other hand, one board member had extremely high expectations of
the principal's role.
When you put yourself in that position, when you apply for that 
job you are taking enormous responsibility, but then you have a 
lot of power so you should live up to the responsibility and 
live up to this authority [figure] that you are. And really in 
my mind a principal should be the best, they should be a teacher 
and they should be the best. I see the principal as a mentor to 
the teachers in some way. They should be able to help teachers 
even with the teacher's teaching style. Not just send a kid to 
the office for discipline problems. See that is what is
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happening in this district . . .  we can hire five dollar an hour 
bouncers to walk the halls if that is what we need. But that is 
kind of the perception of what is happening, and maybe that has 
been our fault, the boards. Maybe the board has nurtured that 
feeling. I want the principals to be educational experts (R2,
21 May 1990).
Many of the district's teachers had already successfully
circumvented the site principal in an attempt to change the reading
curriculum. The superintendent stated:
They were ready to follow, or they were ready to lead, but they 
wanted to do something different. There were a growing number 
of teachers that I would call burgeoning into their prime 
professional years, they had been [in the school] ten, twelve, 
fifteen years and the old guard of thirty years was moving out 
and these people . . . wanted to do something [new] 
instructional^ and were coming against principals that had been 
there twenty, twenty four years that didn't want to do a . . . 
thing different unless it was their idea. That is the bottom 
line why we had to create the type of structure that we had (Rl,
16 August 1990).
With the constraints as discussed, the board and central 
administration, as well as many teachers, believed that there would 
never be a quality educational system in the school district without 
active participation from teachers. Therefore, the Five-Year Plan 
(1986) was developed and implemented to support and sustain curriculum 
and instructional change within the school district.
Once adopted, what would site based participatory decision 
making look like in this school district? Those individuals that 
received training, as well as those who read the material provided by 
the central office, were in agreement. Decision making was to become a 
process that would substantially involve teachers in most decisions that 
were made at the individual site level. One board member concurred and 
described the process as:
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Almost an island, that is how I see SBM [site based management], 
each school as almost an island with the captain of the ship and 
the crew making decisions by consensus. Of course, having to 
abide by the rules of navigation and whatever other rules are 
out there, and laws, but pretty much doing their own thing, 
creating a loyalty to that school, and really feeling that they 
have some ownership (RIO, 21 May 1990).
The Five-Year Plan (1986) had been developed primarily by the 
district's superintendent of schools, with input from the school board, 
school site administrators, teachers, community members, and students. 
The plan had been discussed by the central office and school site 
administrators at an administrator's retreat. The Five-Year Plan had 
also been on the agenda of an Academic Management Team meeting (AMT 
agenda 1986). This team included the central administration, site 
principals, and teacher representatives from each school site.
The central office also provided all certified employees of the 
school district with a copy of the Five-Year Plan (1986). Additionally, 
copies of the book, One School At A Time (1985), were distributed to the 
school board members, Academic Management Team, and principals. This 
book takes basically a cookbook approach to inform the reader of the 
site based management approach to decision making, as well as how to 
implement the process. Each site administrator had been verbally 
encouraged on a number of occasions by the district superintendent to 
adopt the SBM process.
There was little, beyond the steps mentioned, in the way of a 
catalyst to stimulate the adoption of the decision making process at 
each school site. Each site, for the most part, was left to its own 
prerogatives with only intermittent verbal requests to implement the 
process coming from the superintendent. There was little formal
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pressure from the board or the superintendent directed at each school 
site.
Three of the four site principals recalled discussing aspects of 
what eventually became the Five-Year Plan at an administrator's retreat. 
They were all able to produce a copy of the Five-Year Plan and most knew 
the location of the book One School At a Time (1985), which described 
the inner workings of the process. One principal, at the secondary 
level, also provided a number of personal educational resources directly 
related to the site based participatory decision making process.
Similarly, it was not uncommon for most teachers to recall 
having seen the Five-Year Plan (1986). However, it was also not 
uncommon for the teachers to have lost or misplaced their copies. The 
typical teacher response was "don't ask me to find it for you" (R8,
4 May 1990). Another stated, "to tell you the truth I don't even know 
what I did with mine. I couldn't tell you where it is. I would 
probably have to search for a week and I still don't know if I would 
find it" (R9, 4 May 1990). It should be noted that a number of teachers 
did not recall ever seeing the Five-Year Plan (1986). This was more 
often the situation at Site A and Site B. However, when asked, one 
teacher at the high school stated, "I even looked at it. When it first 
came out they put copies in the lounges for us all to look at. A lot of 
teachers did a lot of bitching about it" (RIO, 4 May 1990).
The central office did not develop and/or coordinate a plan for
district-wide staff training for the assorted aspects of the Five-Year
PI an (1986). One staff member stated,
I got the books handed to me when I got my job. I got that book 
and a copy of the Five-Year Plan. It was just handed to me and
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that was it, there was no discussion, there was nothing else.
There hasn't been any other input to me in the years that I have 
been here (R3, 25 April 1990).
Another added, "as far as presentation within the district on that plan 
there really wasn't anything" (Rll group, 9 May 1990).
Many staff members believed that the communications from the 
central office advocating the plan was very poor. One stated, "In 
retrospect, [the superintendent] didn't attach any significance to that 
plan as far as the staff goes that I can recall. I felt that if [the 
superintendent] wanted that plan to be important he should have laid 
some groundwork" (R9, 9 May 1990).
However, the central office was instrumental in placing the 
responsibility for staff development at the school site. When asked, 
staff members identified the staff development committees at each school 
site as an example of using the site based participatory decision making 
process.
Staff development dollars were consolidated at two levels during 
the mid-1980s. The central office maintained a staff development 
budget. These dollars were used to provide inservice training for staff 
members throughout the district. These dollars were set aside for the 
entire staff including bus drivers, custodians, and food service 
personnel.
The second level of staff development dollars resided at each 
school site. One principal acknowledged that "there were lots of 
dollars the first years, we had money, we had dollars. We had a bunch. 
We were allotted so much for each building, for each staff" (R12, 13 
March 1990).
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Each school had in place a staff development committee. Some 
schools used a democratic process to identify the members that would 
serve on their staff development committee. At other schools, the 
principal developed the committee structure. The staff development 
committees, in most cases, identified the goals they wanted to achieve 
through staff development as well as the procedure that would be used to 
request funding.
One principal pointed out that the central office made the staff
development money a budget line item for each school. This allowed the
staff development committee to identify school site needs and generate
mechanisms to meet those needs. One elementary principal stated:
I have [a] staff development committee in each building and 
those people ride herd on conferences and workshops that the 
staff go to. I am on that committee for each building. We meet 
once a week at the other school and we meet whenever needed here 
if some people are going to a conference (R12, 13 March 1990).
It seemed evident that money was available at both the district and site
level for training in the decision making process.
Beyond the area of staff development, the central office had 
decentralized the district in other ways. In October of 1986, the 
Academic Management Team held its first organizational meeting. The AMT 
replaced the Administrative Cabinet. Teachers, principals, and central 
office personnel were members of this new team that found its origin at 
the administrators' first summer retreat. The district budget provided 
for substitutes for the teachers.
Five committees were initially established linking the AMT to 
the district level committee structure: reading, writing, computer, PER 
(Planning, Evaluating, and Reporting), and Project Chariie/Drug/
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Alcohol. A teacher was assigned to the following committees: reading, 
writing, computer, and Project Chariie/Drug/Alcohol. An agenda item on 
the second AMT meeting was a review and discussion of the Five-Year Plan 
(1986). The superintendent was an ad hoc member of the AMT.
The AMT experienced some tumultuous times. From the beginning, 
there was a power struggle that was centered in the selection of the 
committee's chair. The superintendent, as a non-voting member, was 
selected, with support from teachers, as the AMT's first chair. Most 
employees, teachers and principals, viewed the superintendent as a 
strong influential verbal participant while functioning within a 
committee structure. The superintendent, also aware of this 
characteristic related:
I realize I get into stuff and get excited and that I am a 
forceful person, . . . however site based management is nothing 
more than good management. There isn't anyone that can survive 
being autocratic. You have to build a coalition to get things 
done. Building a coalition is an act of compromise. [It must 
be remembered] the reason that site based management took the 
structure that it did in [this district] was for one reason 
only. I had an . . . autocratic group of administrators who 
needed some push from beneath to open up a process and allow 
change to take place (Rl, 16 August 1990).
Even as a number of district teachers supported the
superintendent as the AMT chair, there were members of the committee who
were uncomfortable with this choice. As one principal stated, "I think
it was very hard for [the superintendent] to give up control" (R13, 16
March 1990). Another principal added,
The AMT was dominated by the superintendent. . . . There were 
times that I think he would go ahead and intimidate others and 
give us a lot of information. I think [the superintendent] 
recognized that he can really get up and filibuster something 
(R16, 8 May 1990).
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Nonetheless, a teacher on the committee declared, HI . . . think that it 
is absolutely unavoidable for the superintendent to be the facilitator 
early on. I can't imagine it working without that" (R14, 26 April 
1990).
For some participants, the undercurrent of discomfort in the 
committee chair position was seen as a power struggle for membership 
allegiance. Many school district personnel believed that the 
superintendent's Five-Year Plan (1986) was an attempt to empower 
teachers. For some of these individuals, teacher empowerment, by 
definition, was a loss of power for principals. As one teacher stated, 
"[the superintendent] was more open to disagreement by staff, by 
teachers, than he was by his administrators. So that put [teachers] at 
an advantage and we didn't have as much at stake either" (R14, 26 April 
1990). This perceived teacher advantage frustrated some of the 
principals and also caused some principals to distrust the 
superintendent.
As the AMT process evolved, it continued to exhibit some rough 
edges. The AMT committee was chaired by three participants between 
October 23, 1986, and December 12, 1989. The superintendent was the 
first chair, the assistant superintendent next, and then a principal who 
was selected in September of 1988. During the 1988-89 school year, the 
AMT attempted to redirect the committee's responsibilities.
The Academic Management Team met with the superintendent in
October of 1988 and advocated for the following responsibilities:
We want to continue in a way that will nurture our educational 
system. We want substance and the power to make decisions in 
academic and managerial matters by way of participatory 
decision-making as was the original plan when we were born. We
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want to "give birth" to all new committees that arise in our 
school district and monitor them as they function. We want all 
committees to answer to us and in turn we will function as the 
district's committee "clearing house." We want to recommend to 
the Superintendent and School Board our recommendations and 
insight. We want the right of rejection to committees that 
answer to us (AMT minutes, 20 September 1988).
Four AMT members brought the AMT request to the superintendent.
At the October 1988 AMT meeting these individuals provided a consensus
view of the superintendents position concerning the responsibility of
the Academic Management Team:
1. The AMT assume the responsibility of making decisions;
2. The AMT get maximum input from committees and then recommend;
3. The AMT's main business is that of curriculum and instruction;
4. The AMT should probably not be involved in management matters;
5. The AMT should "do something" now . . . like get Assurance of 
Mastery going;
6. The AMT would have complete support from the superintendent;
7. The AMT should write a "tenet statement" of what we're about and 
that the school board would approve it;
8. The AMT will always get information to the school board through 
the superintendent;
9. The AMT is thought of as an "internal district forum" by the 
school board;
10. The AMT think about including Title I and P.E.R. in its future 
business;
11. The AMT might also be useful in studying the "drop-out problem" 
the district is now interested in (AMT minutes, 6 October 1988).
Throughout these efforts to identify the role of the Academic
Management Team, teachers continued to support the AMT structure. One
teacher stated, "I'm a member and I think it is providing good
information to the building [staff]. We have a chance to discuss
whatever we want. I would be disappointed if it didn't continue" (R15,
16 March 1990). Another teacher, who had been a member of the AMT,
confirmed this belief, but also speculated,
I think that if you are going to go to something like that [AMT] 
because it is so different, you have to go slowly and you need 
to pick areas where you are not going to have major
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confrontation to get involved in the process and then escalate 
[the AMT] from there (R14, 25 April 1990).
Additional organizational concerns discussed by the AMT were the 
attendance records of some principals for the AMT meetings, a concern 
about the effectiveness of the meeting information getting back to site 
staff, and an on-going discussion as to whether the meetings should be 
decisional or informational by design. The latter question continued to 
be discussed after the 1988-89 school year under a new central office 
administration.
Site A
The administrative structure at site A, as described by the 
principal and most of its teachers, resembled the typical hierarchical 
arrangement. At the summit was the school board followed by the 
superintendent and the central office staff. The third level included 
the site administration, the principal, and assistant principal. The 
fourth level consisted of the department heads within each curriculum. 
Teachers comprised the standard line positions, at the fifth level.
Not all teachers believed this administrative arrangement was 
best, however; it was not uncommon to hear the following:
All the decisions pretty well come out of the principal's 
office. For my part it would be to the assistant principal, 
then principal, then superintendent, then school board. I 
always think of it as the chain of command. I would definitely 
go to the assistant principal [with a problem], that is the 
person that I would work with and that is the person I feel I'm 
supposed to work with. I think I have been instructed to do 
this. Maybe it is because I come under the old school of 
philosophy or something and that is the way I was told [many] 
years ago (R57, 4 May 1990).
The decision making process at this site was perceived to be 
controlled by the principal. Most teachers recognized the decision
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making structure as being hierarchical. One teacher stated, "It seems 
like [the principal] pretty much makes the decisions. There are some 
[decisions] that I think he does a pretty good job of seeking input. 
Ultimately he makes the decision" (R21 group, 19 April 1990).
The principal also saw himself as the primary decision maker 
within the school. He characterized the situation as follows:
There are people here that say that [I'm] the most 
autonomous, autocratic . . . that is alive, and I may be to some 
people because I will not wait for years for a decision to be 
made. First of all I don't have that much time left in my life 
anyway. I am sure that there are some people that will just not 
make decisions (R19, 20 March 1990).
At Site A most policy or procedural changes flow from the 
top-down. For most teachers at this site, the top-down process seemed 
acceptable. One teacher declared that "if something is important [the 
principal] will ditto it off and give it to the teachers" (R22, 19 April 
1990). Another teacher stated, "Generally [the decisions] just come 
from the top-down and I just go along with them" (R23, 19 April 1990).
Typically, teachers had two avenues available to themselves to 
influence the decision making process at this site. The first route was 
through the use of department head meetings.
The department heads were selected by the principal. In most 
cases, teacher seniority seemed to be the selection criterion. However, 
at other times teachers believed that the selection criterion was the 
designation of someone that the principal wanted on the committee. When 
asked about the department head selection process one teacher replied, 
"Can you guess? The [principal] picks" (R10, 4 May 1990).
The department head meetings were not regularly scheduled. One 
teacher stated, "We have them when the need arises" (R24, 4 April 1990).
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Another teacher stated, "[the principal] calls the meeting when there is 
a need" (R20, 18 May 1990). Other teachers concurred.
Department heads received notice a day or two before a 
department head meeting was called. This notice arrived in the 
teacher's mail box at the school in the form of the daily school 
"Bulletin."
The principal chaired all department head meetings. One 
department head characterized the meetings as follows:
[The principal] might hand out something and we might talk 
about the first topic and we will discuss it and if there is a 
need to vote, we will vote on it. The principal asks questions 
like, "are there any questions," "what are your opinions," or 
"how do you feel on this, is there something that we need to 
discuss?" The teachers just sit there for the longest time and 
don't dare say anything. Well, I don't know if they don't dare, 
maybe that is not the right word, I feel very intimidated . . . 
last year I don't think I said a word at all at these meetings.
Some just never say anything because they don't care, and you 
know they don't care because they just sit there. I don't dare 
say things at times because I am not sure of all of the stuff 
involved. . . . They usually don't last over an hour (R20, 18 
May 1990).
Another department head described the process in the following
manner:
We just had one yesterday, so I don't know [when we will 
have the next one]. The next one will be just announced, just 
two or three days before hand. They are scheduled as needed. .
. . Sometimes we know what the meeting is going to be about in 
generalities. We don't have a written agenda as such. . . . 
sometimes we get materials that are handed out at the beginning 
of the meeting (R23, 19 April 1990).
Still another department head added, "We do have department head 
meetings, but never really to discuss problems, the agenda is always set 
ahead of time" (R25, 4 April 1990). The consensus of the department 
heads was that there was little opportunity to bring issues to the
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department head meetings other than those placed on the agenda by the 
administration.
Was there an overriding concern among these same department 
heads that the process needed to allow for more input? Apparently not. 
Even though there were examples of specific issues that frustrated 
faculty members, they did not seem interested in advocating for major 
change. The willingness to continue operating as usual seemed tied to 
two realities. One reason was the fact that the staff was an older 
staff which seemed comfortable within the routine, and not ready for 
change. The second justification was the availability of the principal 
to individual requests from teachers.
The second route for teachers to influence the decision making 
process was to go directly to the principal and make a request. 
Typically, if a teacher wanted to change something in the school the 
first response was to go to the principal. Most teachers felt 
comfortable with this process but reflected that there were a few on 
staff who would not visit the principal with the intent to make a 
request. One teacher stated:
I would go to [the principal]. I would just push it. I feel 
comfortable with pushing something. I have done it many times 
. . . .  if it is reasonable, and needed, and I have a good argument 
towards it, I usually get what I want (R20, 18 May 1990).
Another teacher suggested:
I feel very free to talk to [the principal] about anything. I 
just go in during my prep period and if he is available, I talk 
to him, and if he is not, I call him on the phone, or set up a 
time when he is available to speak (R28, 5 April 1990).
However, a few teachers were intimidated about having to go into 
the principal's office and defend a request. For others, going to the
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principal's office was more difficult when the request involved money. 
Many teachers responded in a similar fashion as the following teacher 
who stated, "probably the biggest [problem] is when you have to ask for 
money. . . . [the principal] always says there isn't any" (R27, 5 May 
1990).
The principal agreed that it was difficult for a teacher to get 
money. However, he also stated that a major part of his job was to 
protect the dollars that were allocated to his school. During one 
interview, the principal stated, "I really watch the nickel" (R19, 20 
March 1990). It must be noted, that this district had a recent history 
of funding difficulties.
The school also had faculty meetings scheduled twice each month. 
However, these meetings were seen by teachers as primarily 
informational. The typical agenda, as developed by the administration, 
included "input on things that [teachers] should be aware of, things not 
only happening now but [in] years to come" (R26, 4 April 1990).
However, teachers typically did not place items on the faculty
agenda. One teacher declared, "Well you don't [get items on the
agenda]. You don't put anything on the agenda. I mean it is told what
you will cover" (R25, 4 April 1990). Another teacher made this
observation about the faculty meeting:
that is [the principal's] agenda. There is no input from the 
faculty. No, it is not the faculty breaking into little triads 
and discussing problems and coming up with a list of things that 
need to be addressed. And then bringing them to the bigger 
group and finally coming back to [the principal] and [the 
principal] being a resource. . . (R10, 4 May 1990).
Still another teacher suggested that the administration would 
prefer not to involve teachers in the decision making process. This
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teachers' perspective was that even if the administration wanted to open 
up the decision making process, the present structure would not allow 
participatory decision making to happen. This teacher stated:
Administrators don't like to get themselves into that kind 
of give and take situation where the faculty is offering 
suggestions, at least not as open dialogue. When would [they] 
do it. Would [they] do it at a faculty meeting where it goes 
from 7:50 to 8:00 A.M. and you have ten minutes worth of 
material and when 8:00 A.M. comes around you are supposed to be 
somewhere else. You don't have time and the meetings are so 
setup that there is not time to do this sort of thing (R25, 4 
April 1990).
Nevertheless, there was one faculty meeting during the year when 
teacher input is requested. That meeting is during the last day of 
school prior to summer vacation. At that time the administration has 
asked for faculty input into policy questions that the administration is 
studying during the summer months. This seemed to be the greatest 
opportunity for teachers to influence policy change for the coming year.
The personal relationships of teachers within the school were 
typically selective. Most teachers had a small network of individuals 
with whom they shared their school day. One teacher observed:
Well, unfortunately, and I am probably as much to blame as 
anyone, I think early on when a teacher like myself comes into 
the building you find out who the other people are, who you can 
tolerate and who you can't tolerate as much of. It is 
unfortunate that it breaks into different groups, individuals, 
maybe loners, so to speak, for some and cliques for some others.
I guess that is just natural in societies. But unfortunately, 
communication doesn't go too well. I am one that very rarely 
visits the staff room as an example. . . .  I will never, or 
hardly ever visit the staff room, maybe once a week or so. 
Consequently, [I will] not see a memo down there, an invitation, 
cookies, or whatever it happens to be. Unfortunately, I think 
there are a good percentage of people here who are the same. It 
is not a very close knit faculty. The administration isn't 
doing anything about it (R17, 5 April 1990).
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Nevertheless, most staff members were not dissatisfied with the 
climate within the school. However, there also seemed little to suggest 
that there was any real enthusiasm for the school's ethos. Even though 
a number of teachers suggested that there was a need to improve the 
curricular program, they also believed nothing would come from 
advocating this concern. Some teachers believed the overriding attitude 
among teachers was "the old ways are the best and we are not going to 
change them" (R20, 18 May 1990). Those teachers interested in change 
seemed to accept that each day would represent business as usual.
Staff development was the only school activity identified by the 
faculty that was associated with the site based participatory decision 
making process. However, the staff development process was not seen by 
the principal as having a direct relationship to, or an offshoot of, the 
districts movement to site based management.
The staff development process at Site A was coordinated by a 
staff development committee selected by the principal. The committee 
members were primarily the department heads. The staff development 
committee was divided into three subgroups, each having six teachers as 
members. An administrator facilitated each subgroup. However, the 
administrator was not a voting member of the committee. Each subgroup 
managed the staff development money for a third of the school year. As 
with all the other school sites, this site developed a set of criteria 
that must be met to receive funding. There had not been an effort, or a 
request by teachers, to use any of the staff development money to 
implement the district's Five-Year Plan (1986).
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The principal neither supported nor encouraged the movement to a 
site based participatory decision making process at this site. When 
asked whether there was an attempt to adopt part of the site based 
participatory process the principal stated, "No, well it was very hard 
to get anything going. Did we do anything, no, we did what we thought 
we could survive with" (R19, 20 March 1990). The school district's 
history suggested a period of authoritarian control at the central 
office that negatively affected the willingness of principals to 
consider change.
It was apparent to many of the teachers that the relationship 
between the district superintendent and their principal was less than 
cordial. There was considerable speculation concerning this 
relationship at the school and throughout the school district. One 
teacher simply stated, "It was not compatible, they apparently didn't 
care for each other at all" (R25, 4 April 1990). Another suggested the 
relationship was an "adversarial relationship" (R17, 5 April 1990).
One positive characteristic that many teachers observed in their 
principal was that he was protective of his turf, the school. One 
teacher expanding on that thought stated, "maybe they were both the 
same, maybe [the principal] is strong, and I think [the superintendent] 
was probably pretty strong. They both fought for their ground" (R30, 11 
April 1990).
Areas were identified by teachers, the principal, and the 
superintendent that evidenced an on-going relational dispute. Many 
teachers believed that the lack of trust generated from this association
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had much to do with the principal's reluctance to consider site based 
management.
The superintendent's desire to implement site based 
participatory decision making and the principal's unwillingness to 
advocate for the process at his school only increased the hostilities. 
Those hostilities negatively affected a few teachers at the school who 
genuinely wanted to consider the potential of implementing site based 
participatory decision making at their school.
One teacher noted that under a new superintendent the principal 
would probably not be as resistant to the participatory concept. In 
fact, the principal also stated:
The [new] superintendent has suggested that you put it 
together the way that you see it should be. . . . There are some 
things that have to be looked at and addressed. I always had 
the opinion that all of us are smarter than any one of us (R19,
20 March 1990).
A teacher supported this same concept:
Things that the [previous superintendent] wanted in the 
Five-Year Plan, he was criticized for it [by the principal], and 
now [the new superintendent] proposes the same kinds of things 
and [the principal says] "great idea" (RIO, 4 May 1990).
Teacher knowledge of the site based participatory decision 
making process was limited. When the faculty takes on more 
responsibility for what goes on in the school was the standard response 
given by teachers familiar with the term when asked to define site based 
management. One teacher defined the process as:
The faculty, the teaching staff takes more responsibility 
for what goes on in the school at the expense of the 
administration, really in place of the administration. Really 
talking things out [themselves] before going to one figurehead 
or one particular person, trying to, I don't know, resolve your 
own problems without having to have a middle man . . . (R28, 5 
April 1990).
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Another teacher related, MI don't know too much about it other 
than we are supposed to be involved in our own destiny" (R29, 4 April 
1990). Still another teacher added, "I am not completely sure but I 
believe it has something to do with the staff having something to do 
with what goes on in the building. That is my understanding of it"
(R30, 11 April 1990).
However, just as common were comments by many teachers that they 
had very little knowledge of the term. One teacher explained:
I probably heard the term at a workshop and that is because 
I attend those quite frequently. I couldn't tell you when, I 
couldn't tell you where. It has been mentioned [at this 
school], I believe [the principal] has even mentioned it. I 
asked [the principal] once about it. I asked for a definition 
of it because I wasn't sure. I wanted a better understanding of 
it and I still don't know if I have a thorough understanding of 
it. My understanding is that you work together in making a 
decision rather than the top echelon making a decision and 
saying this is the way it will be (R18, 19 March 1990).
Other teachers had less understanding of site based management. 
One stated, "I couldn't tell you when I first heard it. I'm not 
familiar with it. I can't say anything on it" (R20, 18 May 1990). Most 
teachers did not have enough information about the site based 
participatory process to venture a guess about whether they would be 
interested in implementing the process at this site.
Site B
The administrative design at Site B, as described by the 
principal, and most of the school's teachers, was comparable to the 
typical hierarchical arrangement. At the peak was the school board 
followed by the superintendent and the central office staff. The third 
administrative level was the principal at the school site. The fourth
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level consisted of the department heads within each curriculum.
However, this level was less defined and in transition. Teachers 
constituted the standard line positions at the fifth level.
Not all teachers believed this administrative arrangement was 
best. However, most teachers believed that there needed to be a change 
in the ethos of the school before any consideration could be given to 
adopting the district's Five-Year Plan (1986). Three fundamental 
deterrents, negating the potential for change, were identified at this 
school. These identified problems were the school's climate, the 
relationships among and between the principal and staff members, and the 
conception of the decision making process. Each of these obstacles was 
moderately responsible for a negative atmosphere. Taken as a whole, 
these deterrents seemed to produce an unsettled environment.
Two fundamental items seemed to be on the minds of the faculty 
and staff at this site. The first concerned the faculty and staff 
involvement in school climate studies. Site B had been involved in two 
climate studies prior to this study.
The second item was an educational programming change at Site B. 
The principal and faculty at Site B were considering adopting a new 
educational programming model for the school. Many of the teachers at 
Site B were apprehensive about the possibility that the adoption of a 
new model would cause changes in teacher room assignments.
Additionally, some teachers were concerned that this structural change 
might cause teacher reassignments as the curriculum would become more 
elective based. Teachers perceived an elective based curriculum as 
potentially increasing the chances of faculty reassignment. One teacher
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commented on the process to adopt a different educational programming 
process:
The most frustrating thing that I find around here is that 
whatever input I have is just a comment here and there. There 
is never a structured time when, [the administration] has sat 
down with us and talked to us, I don't know if he is afraid to 
bring everybody into a room and say this is how we can work this 
out. That never happens that I know of. If it does it is done 
with [a few teachers], like we go to faculty meetings and there 
are a few people who seem to know, that group that he feels 
comfortable with, seem to know a lot of things that are going to 
happen. The rest of us have had a comment here and there I 
guess, and then with the climate being what it is we hear all of 
this unhappiness type of comments flowing around, it is real 
hard to know. It is a real difficult situation (R32, 2 May 
1990).
Both of these areas, the movement to a new education programming 
process, and the school's climate have caused considerable conflict 
within the faculty. One teacher commented on the climate studies:
I think that maybe in some people's minds there may be 
enough self evaluation at this point for us right now. Maybe to 
have outside evaluation of what we need would be a little bit 
different than what we have been doing. I have heard the 
comment, how many more of these focus groups, how many more of 
these task forces do we need at this point. It has been two 
years of pretty concentrated evaluation of self. Not that we 
have progressed really, but that we have been through that 
process (Rll, 9 May 1990).
The teachers at the Site B were aware that there were
essentially three divisions within the faculty. The first camp, the
"defenders," included the teachers that were perceived to be
uncompromisingly in favor of the principal. This group was also
identified by teachers in the other groups as possibly providing
information about other teachers to the principal. One "neutral"
teacher referred to a teacher in the "defenders" category as:
one of the direct lines to [the principal]. Things that have 
gotten back to [the principal] have had to come back through 
[him/her]. I guess sometimes, I don't have anything against
163
those people or anything, but I just think that they need to be 
awfully careful about what they take back. Sometimes I think 
they have taken things back to [the principal] to make their 
position better (R15, 16 March 1990).
The second camp, the "neutrals," were comprised mainly of 
teachers who wanted to remain uninvolved. Membership in the third camp, 
the "blacksheep," represented teachers who had received negative 
feedback at one time or another from the principal.
Most of the participants within each division were known by the 
faculty at large. The "defenders" camp had the smallest membership.
Most "neutral" teachers identified membership in the "defenders" group 
to be five or less. There was very little membership crossover in the 
ranks of the "defenders." The teachers in the "defenders" category 
recognized that there were climate difficulties within the school. One 
"defender" teacher observed:
There are still about four or five [teachers] that have been 
unable to resolve them, either unable or unwilling, whichever 
that may be. Because of that, and because of some of the large 
faculty meetings that we have had, it has come to the surface 
and there is a certain feeling of stress within the entire 
faculty. Everyone senses it, everyone feels it, although I 
don't believe that there are more than four or five who are 
directly [emphasized directly] feeling the conflict with him as 
such. That is sad, that is tough and I guess we tried some 
things and yet we have had large faculty meetings and talked 
with the Education Association and tried to get some of this 
happening, what is occurring. I don't believe that anymore of 
those large faculty meetings will serve anymore purpose in 
dealing with the problem that some of these people are having 
directly right now (Rll, 9 May 1990).
Another "defender" teacher categorized the anxiety with the 
school's climate into three general areas. "I would say our 
difficulties are serious regarding climate, decision making, and 
personality" (R33, 2 May 1990).
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The largest category was the "neutrals." The "neutrals" 
represented a majority of the faculty members. The "neutrals" could be 
characterized as wanting to remain above the fray. However, continuing 
circumstances seemed to diminish this possibility. One "neutral" 
teacher responded to questions of climate:
I just don't want to hurt anybody. I don't want to get hurt. 
(How can you get hurt?) I don't know, nobody knows for sure.
(Are teachers frightened?) I wouldn't be like this if I wasn't.
I don't feel threatened but my friends feel threatened about 
their job, about being called into the office, about being 
ridiculed, questioned about who their friends are, questioned 
about what they talk about, questioned about where they are 
going, questioned about where they stand in the building. I am 
sorry. I don't want [the principal] hurt. I don't want my 
fellow faculty members hurt. I want to get our school back to 
where we can be doing our jobs. Without coming into the 
building every morning and wondering who is going to get it 
next (R31, 2 May 1990).
Another "neutral" thankful that his/her turn had not yet come, 
contemplated the future:
I haven't had the opportunity to be reamed out yet, having 
heard how it happens. . . .  I guess it takes place wherever it 
happens, on the spot. I am not real good at having people 
holler at me (R32, 2 May 1990).
The number of participants in the "blacksheep" category was 
unknown. The "defenders" members typically identified four or five 
teachers in the "blacksheep" category. However, the "blacksheep" 
believed their ranks contained much greater numbers. One "blacksheep" 
teacher, during a group interview, provided the following analysis of 
the group's membership:
It is interesting of those factions, [the principal] seems 
to think that the one where I am and [another teacher] is, is 
quite small. I think he is very inaccurate in that perception.
I think a lot of people on the staff feel similar to the way I 
do (R8 group, 4 May 1990).
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Another teacher, of unknown category, illustrated why it was 
difficult to know how many were affected when he responded to the 
pressure of the school environment and being identified:
I try to keep busy. It's called survival. . . .  It keeps 
me out of the staff lounge. That's survival. We have a staff 
problem here. It is bad here. It has gotten bad over the last 
two or three years. I don't know why. It was better before.
At least I think it was. I don't know why. There have been 
teachers that disappear. They are no longer here. (R34,
22 March 1990).
It was also evident to some in the "defenders" category that 
estimating the size of the "blacksheep" category would be difficult.
One "defender" indicated, "Some of them may not be willing to talk to 
you and if they did they would probably be real careful in what they 
said, and I guess that is OK. Some people are just not very trusting" 
(Rll, 12 April 1990). A "neutral" teacher stated, "I will tell you that 
the biggest, the most hurt people you will never get a chance to talk 
to. I don't think they will talk to you. In fact they really don't 
feel comfortable about talking to very many people about it" (R31, 2 May 
1990).
An example of the lack of trust factor was portrayed in a
conversation with a "blacksheep" member in the staff lounge concerning
the return of the Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey.
That survey of yours is not confidential. The age ranges and 
sex questions will identify people. Don't be surprised if you 
don't get all the surveys back. The black sheep are afraid of 
what might happen. This is the worst school in the state to be 
doing a study in now. The climate is the worst (R54, 16 May 
1990).
After a break in the conversation, the "blacksheep" member responded to 
a question as follows:
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How did you know my name. One of the five or six blacksheep?
See, we all know who has been called in. It is bad, it is real 
bad here. [Another teacher walks into the lounge and the 
teacher being interviewed responds] Oh, that is [name]. She is 
not one of his four or five sidekicks. She is OK. [Second 
teacher] It is just [name]. See how bad it is (R54, 16 May 
1990).
The mistrust that permeated the school environment affected the
teachers in each of the three groups. As one "blacksheep" declared:
I think we would all like to be in the middle. I mean I have no 
desire to be a faction and [name] doesn't either. As a matter 
of fact, I think a lot of us have struggled with where we are 
and where we want to be and what we can do about it, and spent a 
lot of hours and time talking to each other, talking to our 
spouses (R8 group, 4 May 1990).
Additionally, a teacher in the "neutral" category declared, "I think 
that the [defenders] are hurting as much as this group over here 
[blacksheep] because they are being ostracized by the rest of the 
faculty because they don't trust them" (R32, 2 May 1990).
A teacher in the "defenders" group confirmed that difficulty in
working with the principal was wide-spread.
What people are not realizing and you might as well know, is 
that there have been some people who have been very vocal about 
the disagreement that they have had with [the principal] and the 
problems that they are having. Lots of people in this building 
have had some major problems in dealing with him/her but have 
not made them public issues. They have dealt with them 
themselves and have not told other people about them (Rll, 9 May 
1990).
The personal relationships traditionally established at a school 
site were called into question. One teacher from another school within 
the district suggested that the principal "likes to divide and conquer 
. . . " (R29, 4 April 1990). A "defender" suggested that the principal 
would tell staff members "I don't like it that you are hanging around 
with, or palling with so and so" (R33, 2 May 1990). Still another
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teacher provided an example of what could be considered as part of the 
principal's mode of operation:
You see I don't think in [the principal's] eyes I would be 
identified as one of the [blacksheep] factions. But he sees me 
very highly influenced by other people and I have been called on 
that twice. Two years in a row that he is very disappointed.
It came out in the last conversation with him that I am 
influenced by the [blacksheep] factions. . . . [the principal] 
was very disappointed that I wasn't standing up for myself and I 
wasn't a leader anymore because I no longer was independent. . . . 
Yes he named the [blacksheep], he couldn't criticize my teaching 
but I was a problem now because I didn't stand on my own two 
feet against those people. That disappointed him. In turn I 
asked him, wasn't I entitled to my own opinion. Of course I was 
but they weren't always the right opinions because of those 
people (R35 group, 8 May 1990).
Another teacher of unknown category shared a similar experience
[The principal] came out and pulled me out, I had a guest 
speaker that day, and yelled at me all the way down the hall. 
Teachers came out and closed their doors. . . . But anyway, it 
was horrible for anyone listening to it. The biggest reason I 
was pulled out was because I associated with the wrong people in 
the school district. This is awful. We should be able to be 
friends with anyone (R55, 9 May 1990).
Many teachers identified the principal as a strong willed,
opinionated person very interested in the educational needs of the
school. One "defender" teacher stated:
[The principal] is a personality that is strong willed, strong, 
. . .  I think people feel threatened by him because of the 
approach that he sometimes uses with people. I don't think he 
intends to be that way, he sometimes comes across in ways that 
maybe you should be defending yourself. You feel defensive and 
you feel threatened. [Can you give an example?] He is the type 
of person who is big on debating. He has a strong opinion on 
most everything and he may disagree with a person and throw it 
back just as quickly as you can throw it at him. It doesn't 
mean that he is negative towards you-opposed to you. He might 
kind of give you a hard time, sometimes, but that doesn't mean 
that that is the way it is going to go-that is the way it is 
going to be. He still, I believe, respects other peoples' 
feelings and other peoples' opinions on things (Rll, 12 April 
1990).
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Another "defenders" provided the following observations on the 
professional interaction of the principal and staff:
I also think that a large part of the problem comes from 
personality difficulties. Interpersonal relation skills that 
are causing riffs and causing issues to be skewed. I think some 
people have a real hard time dealing with some of the [problems] 
that our principal has dealing with interpersonal skills-on how 
he deals with conflicts among his faculty. . . . (R33, 2 May 
1990).
The same teacher, however, identified a number of excellent
administrative behaviors that the principal manifested.
I feel that our principal has some excellent, excellent ideas 
about where the school needs to be moving. I think he has a 
tireless urge to change to the positive. I think he has a real 
good solid idea, and I think he will work like a horse to move 
us (R33, 2 May 1990).
Survival had become a concern of a few of the teachers. The 
teachers in the "blacksheep" category, as well as some in the "neutral" 
category were concerned about maintaining their teaching positions at 
the school. One "neutral" stated:
I think everybody is kind of afraid of the authority 
involved. If [the principal] wanted me out of here, I have very 
low seniority, if I did something that really upset him, 
especially in [this school] because everybody here can teach 
everything, he could change the teaching assignments in here and 
I would be gone (R32, 2 May 1990).
A "blacksheep" also confirmed the concern about losing 
employment and stated, "I know that there are ways or manipulations that 
classes could be changed, assignments could be changed. . . . Sure, that 
has entered my mind" (R9, 9 May 1990).
How did the principal see himself functioning in this 
environment? The principal believed that his administrative style had 
changed extensively over the past few years. He now saw his
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administrative style as much more participatory than in the past. He 
states:
My style [used] to be much more abrupt than what I am now.
That has taken a long while for the faculty to get used to. The 
faculty say this to me, you have changed, but I found a lot of 
times I would make pretty rash decisions. This is the way we 
are going to go and we are going to go with it. And have it 
over and done with. I slept really well, I got things done a 
lot faster. I was able to manage my time much more than I am 
now, now I kind of sit back and take a long look at things 
before we go ahead and jump into them (R16, 8 May 1990).
The principal also saw another change in his administrative 
style that may conflict with the desires of teachers. In an earlier 
time, the principal believed that the prime responsibility of a 
principal was to advocate for teachers. That belief has changed. The 
principal suggested that that role had shifted to one of promoting the 
needs of students.
I saw my job as administering to the classroom but the 
classroom became the teacher and I think that I tried to please 
the faculty much more than I did the kids and the parents. This 
meant that I got along with the faculty very well. . . . I don't 
see my job as that any longer. I see my job more as an advocate 
for the kids and whenever that means that I go out and do 
something for faculty that in turn does something for kids. I 
see that as my job. However, those teachers that are doing 
things that are contrary to the benefit of kids, I also see it 
as my job to go out and let them know and tell them that they 
have got to change their behavior (R16, 8 May 1990).
The principal was aware that there was unrest within the school. 
Some of that unrest was seen by the principal as the end product of 
his/her perceived administrative change to a more participatory 
administrative style, as well as a desire to advocate for students.
When asked about the discomfort in the school's climate the principal 
responded:
I don't think it is because of unilateral decisions. I 
think unilateral decision would be much more acceptable to that
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old faculty member out there. I think it is the discomfort of 
accepting responsibility, being accountable, and being involved 
in the decisions. We did a school improvement project about two 
years ago. We did focus groups, we did in-depth interviews, and 
a whole raft of different things and we came up with a whole 
bunch of recommendations. The surprising thing to me was that 
once we had the recommendations and we set up timelines when 
these different things were to be implemented. . . .  It seemed 
that some of the faculty members did not take that seriously, 
some of them got angry with the fact that I came back and said 
that this is something that we decided together. They came up 
with things like we are going to have to have a recorder at 
faculty meetings to find out exactly what it is that we decide.
In other words it seemed like they did not want to be 
accountable for things that they had been involved in. If I 
would have walked into the faculty and said here is what we are 
going to do, I think they would have been much more comfortable, 
they would have known who to shoot at, the jerk in there, he 
made the decision again. So, it is not a real simple sort of 
thing. I have had a lot of surprises along the way and when I 
got to the point were I thought I was really involving the 
faculty in a lot of the decision making and a lot of the 
planning of where we were going to go, then a lot of them really 
got uncomfortable (R16, 8 May 1990).
Many of the teachers did not see the administrative procedures 
as a professional relationship that shared the decision making process. 
One "blacksheep" stated:
I don't want to keep using that same word over but he has to be 
in control of things. He wants to be involved in all the 
decisions and he wants things to go his way. He always comes 
into them with an opinion and either you support it or you 
don't. If you don't, then he characterizes you as one faction, 
or whatever. I don't think you can move from those places very 
easily (R35, 8 May 1990).
Whether a site decision had to do with the movement to a new 
educational programming concept, selecting a professional standards 
organization, or adopting the district's Five-Year Plan (1986), many 
teachers despaired over the lack of teacher participation. Even when 
teachers accepted the premise that they had been involved in the process 
they maintained doubt as to the authenticity of the process.
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Teacher mistrust in the decision making process can be 
illustrated by the school's decision to enroll in the North Central 
Association. Site B had been encouraged on a number of occasions by the 
district's superintendent to enroll in either the North Central 
Association (NCA) or the Educational Effectiveness Program (EEP). 
Teachers received information pertaining to the North Central 
Association from fellow teachers who had volunteered to attend a North 
Central Association (NCA) workshop in Chicago. Additionally, two 
teachers from within the district were invited to explain both NCA and 
EEP at a faculty meeting. A teacher from the high school reviewed the 
NCA while a teacher from an elementary school explained EEP. It was 
believed by some faculty members that the principal was in favor of NCA. 
One "defender" stated, "[the principal] seemed to be of the opinion that 
North Central would be a wise choice. He also said that EEP may 
eventually merge with North Central Conference" (R33, 2 May 1990). A 
vote was then taken and North Central was selected by a 16 to 11 vote. 
Five teachers wanted both organizations and four teachers did not vote.
A democratic process was used to select which of the two 
professional organizations the staff wished to join, yet there was still 
discomfort. One "defender" stated, "My opinion is that we heard from an 
elementary school teacher about EEP and her approach was very elementary 
and I don't think we had a good chance to try and apply that to our 
level" (R33, 2 May 1990). Others were surprised that a teacher from one 
of the two schools where EEP seemed to be having the most positive 
effect in the district wasn't invited. Still another teacher, a 
"blacksheep," shared this account:
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I think that a lot of times [the principal] lets his biases 
be known. He comes out telling us how he feels and that 
definitely influences what goes on in the building. I don't 
think that decision [NCA vs. EEP] was presented to us fairly. .
. . We came into a faculty meeting and he had a video tape on 
North Central and all of a sudden people were saying, "what is 
EEP?" Finally someone suggested that he should get someone in 
to talk to them about EEP and that was kind of an afterthought. 
Well, maybe I should do that then (R9, 9 May 1990).
The staff at Site B had received information from the
superintendent concerning the adoption of the Five-Year Plan (1986).
The principal stated that the superintendent "talked to all of the
faculties individually, as site groups" (R16, 8 May 1990). The
principal further suggested:
[The plan] was pretty well accepted because I think the 
criticism of the administration had been up to that point [that] 
we hadn't done any far range planning and that we should have 
some kind of a plan. . . . But I don't see that we did anything 
after that point. . . .  My biggest problem was that I never knew 
exactly what kind of site based management we had. The board 
never sat down and said, these are the parameters, you can make 
decisions within these areas and we will stay out of them (R16,
8 May 1990).
However, it must be noted that each principal received the book 
One School At a Time (1985), which took a cookbook approach to 
explaining how to implement the process. There seemed to be no 
recognizable support or encouragement from the principal to movement to 
site based management at this site.
Most teachers were not aware that the site based participatory 
decision making process was part of the Five-Year Plan (1986). The 
principal also stated, "I don't recall that there were" any teachers 
aware of the relationship between the Five-Year Plan and site based
participatory decision making (R16, 8 May 1990).
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There were no activities within the school that the faculty 
recognized as following a site based participatory decision making 
model. The faculty had an incomplete understanding of the site based 
process. A few teachers had received information about site based 
management at a mini-audit during a climate study in February of 1990 
(R31, 14 February 1990). Others were surprised to see that it was part 
of the district's Five-Year Plan (1986). One teacher simply stated, "SB 
is a new term to me. I don't know anything about site based . . . "
(R34, 8 May 1990).
The question remained would teachers like to see site based
participatory decision making implemented at this school. Most teachers
agreed that they would like to be part of the decision making process.
One teacher, who had worked at an elementary school that had implemented
the process, was concerned about the difficulty of implementing the site
based process in a larger school.
It is going to be more difficult, it has got to be more 
difficult, the larger your staff is. This staff is quite a bit 
larger than our staff at [elementary school] and to administer 
the whole idea has got to be more difficult the larger the 
staff. That is the first observation. I guess the second 
observation would be that I am not sure that very many people at 
[Site B] really have a very good idea of what the concept is.
[At the elementary] there was a smaller group, so you had an 
opportunity to share more and get more people involved and we 
learned from each other more. . . .  So I don't think there has 
been a lot of dialogue between the people here about SBM. In 
fact, that task force that I am on has that as one of their 
responsibilities and the people on the task force felt they had 
so little information on the concept itself that we asked in 
February 1990 to have some sort of an inservice to get us going 
(R14, 26 April 1990).
Many teachers were also unsure as to whether the principal would 
support or be able to work from within the model of site based 
participatory decision making. Many were concerned about the lack of
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trust between and among the principal and teachers. One teacher 
concluded:
I guess I think teachers like to be a part of the process, but 
at the same time we are all leaders, we have no followers and if 
we do there are very few. We would all like to have our ideas 
in place. I think we are really a tough group of people to be 
an administrator of because we are all such strong personalities 
(R32, 2 May 1990).
Another teacher was concerned about the impact of the faculty on
the decisions made using the site based process. This teacher stated:
There are faculty that understand that it takes all academic 
levels and all the other classes offered to make a good school.
And there are other faculty that think their little deal is the 
most important and the rest of you can just kind of come along 
for the ride if there is money and time (R32, 2 May 1990).
Most teachers did not have enough information about the site 
based participatory process to venture a guess about whether they would 
be interested in implementing the process at this site.
Site C and Site D
Site C and Site D were schools under the administration of the 
same principal. The administrative design at these schools was in 
transformation. Both schools were experimenting with the rudiments of 
site based management. However, the teachers in these schools continued 
to identify the administrative processes as primarily hierarchical with 
enhanced teacher participation in the decision making process. The 
fundamental vehicle for greater teacher participation was the faculty 
meeting.
The staff identified the district's school board at the apex of 
the administrative process. The superintendent and central office 
directors maintained the next level. The ensuing administrative level
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was the principal at the school site. Teachers constituted the standard 
line-staff positions under the principal. Nonetheless, teachers at both 
sites were involved in many site level decisions.
Not all teachers believed this administrative arrangement was 
best. Many teachers believed the decision making process had to become 
more democratic. Some believed that the principal maintained too great 
an influence in the process, while other teachers believed that the 
influence of a small number of teachers had overshadowed that of the 
entire teaching staff.
This school site organization had been made aware of site based 
participatory decision making [SBM]. Most of the staff in both schools 
had heard of the district's Five-Year Plan (1986). Most teachers 
remembered seeing a "general plan," but a number of teachers stated that 
they had never seen a "specific plan" to implement the decision making 
process (R6 group, 4 May 1990).
Site based participatory decision making was adopted by both 
sites during the 1986-87 school year. This employment of the decision 
making process followed by one year the adoption of the same process at 
Site E and Site F.
This change was embraced less from a philosophical belief of the
principal than from persuasion from the central office. Most teachers
from both schools believed that the determination to adopt the site
based participatory decision making process was a top-down mandate. One
teacher simply stated, "We were just told that that is what we were
going into" (R38, 6 April 1990). Another teacher declared:
I am sure that [the superintendent] just told [the principal] 
that he should do it. I am not criticizing [the superintendent]
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but if he needed to be heavy handed he could be. I think it was 
a good move. Especially for staff meetings instead of sitting 
there and just listening (R37, 25 April 1990).
Another teacher concurred;
I think we were just told, you know we got thrown the Five-Year 
Plan, that was [the superintendent's] choice, that decisions 
would be made as a staff and more as a building level. I think 
[the principal] was told that that is the way it was going to be 
(R39, 6 April 1990).
Still others agreed:
It was when [the superintendent] started talking about this 
Five-Year Plan (1986) and then we really didn't have much 
choice, he just said, we were going to start changing some 
things. The staff in the building was supposed to have more say 
in the building about what was going on in their buildings (R6 
group 4 May 1990).
However, another group of teachers, while concurring with the
other teachers, added an additional proposition:
[Teacher 1] There was a time that I felt that there was pressure 
from two ends, pressure from the superintendent to get SBM and a 
struggle with some of our personalities here implementing it or 
getting us to see the light. Stop running into walls. I think 
when we started there was kind of a division, there were all 
these wonderful things going on on the east side [elementaries 
under a different principal]. This was my perception. [Teacher 
2] They [elementaries under a different principal] were telling 
us all about it. [Teacher 3] They were doing many exciting 
things. Parent organizations and involvement, picnics, dinners 
out, meetings at the VFW. They had a day off when parents come 
in and I think [we] were like being on the outside looking in.
It was the east versus the west. . . .  I think some of the 
problems, even almost just as much as the top-down, I think some 
of it is the east-west problem. We were wondering why we 
weren't in on this at the ground level. [Teacher 1] Why didn't 
we get to start this? [Teacher 2] I would say [we were 
questioning] the principal at that time. They must have both 
[Site C and D principal and Site E and F principal] been told 
about this long before. But one acted on it and one didn't.
[Teacher 4] I think we went into SBM because our principal was 
told this is how it was going to be and I don't think he truly 
believed in the process (R40 group, 2 May 1990).
Similar alienation was expressed during a group interview at the
second school site under the same principal. These teachers stated:
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[Teacher 1] Well they [Site E and Site F] have much more 
involvement than we do. I mean they have big production 
meetings. There has always been a little bit of rivalry between 
the two sides of the river and different administrators. . . .  I 
think some times you get to feel a little upset when they get to 
have an evening or maybe they planned something more elaborate 
than we do. Maybe going out to dinner or up to a cabin, and 
that is by choice evidently, and they planned it as a staff.
[They are] probably a little bit more organized (R6 group, 4 May 
1990).
The teachers had identified a competitive arrangement that
existed within the school district. Site C and Site D were schools
under the administration of one principal, while Site E and Site F were
under the administration of another principal. The competitive
ambitions and effectiveness of the teachers between sites, as well as
that of the principals of the respective schools was recognized as an
outcome of this administrative design. For some teachers, this
competitive arrangement had generalized away from the principal and
moved to the total staff. One teacher stated:
In the old days it was always why does [one elementary 
principal] do this and [the other elementary principal] do that.
Now it's why do [we] do this, why does another school do that, 
while still another school does still something different. It 
has maybe gotten a little bit away from what does one principal 
do compared to the other. [It is now] more the school, and that 
is probably because the teachers have more say now (R37,
25 April 1990).
This competitive atmosphere was also identified within the staff 
at one of these schools. Following the adoption of site based 
participatory decision making, both schools decided to join an 
Educational Effectiveness Program (EEP). The principal requested 
volunteers to attend an EEP training workshop in a regional community. 
During this training session, one characteristic discussed was site 
based participatory decision making.
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The principal selected three teachers to receive EEP training 
after asking for and receiving no volunteers during a faculty meeting. 
These teachers received EEP training and in turn provided similar 
training sessions for their fellow teachers at the school site. 
Animosities became evident between some of the teachers who had been 
selected to receive EEP training and those who had not. One teacher who 
was not selected stated:
I wasn't excited about [EEP] at all, it seemed that our 
administrator had chosen a select few to go the first time.
They did the talking [site training] and they were supposed to 
do something superior to us. This was my feeling. We didn't 
really feel like we got in on it (R41 group, 2 May 1990).
Additionally, pressures were expressed by the teachers who were 
selected to receive EEP regional training and in turn were required to 
train the teachers at the school site. One who had received training 
stated:
We had a lot of [site] meetings. I guess the first meeting 
that we had was just informational about what we had done. . . . 
in my opinion the thing that was most detrimental to our team in 
the beginning was [the belief] that we had gone on just a big 
party. [Before the team received training] we were trying to 
decide whether we wanted to go into this training, to be part of 
school effectiveness. We had someone come from [an elementary 
in EEP] to discuss with us what had happened at the leadership 
training and she painted this picture of how wonderful it was to 
get away from the kids and no husband, no kids, and to sit by 
the pool. OK, when I went to the training, I thought it was 
very intense. So when we came back I heard about how it was 
just a party time. So when I got back I was more concerned 
about letting them know exactly what it was, the good things we 
had learned. But some [teachers] thought it was just a party. . 
. . We did have some fun times, we met people. I think that is 
the fun part of going to workshops, too. . . . When we first 
came back there was really a lot of give and take, we met often 
and it was a real struggle. I think the team itself needed 
time, we were meeting after school, we needed time to pull 
things together. When you teach all day long you don't have 
time to do it (R42, 2 May 1990).
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Teachers at Site C and Site D received very little training in 
site based participatory decision making. Initially, the superintendent 
reviewed the decision making process with the staff. There were further 
discussions of the process at the site faculty meetings. However, there 
was very little in the way of formal training.
The teachers who attended the regional EEP training workshops 
received an introduction to site based participatory decision making.
The EEP advocates site based participatory decision making as one of the 
fifteen characteristics that can lead to school improvement. During 
the EEP workshops teachers were able to receive some training in 
communication skills. One teacher that attended an EEP training 
workshop stated:
We did a lot of role playing. That was good. We were to take 
certain parts, one against another, disagreeing and agreeing 
with everything and anything. We did this role playing that was 
really good. It made me feel like [I could] say what I really 
wanted to say. Don't be afraid to let someone on the opposite 
side express their views so that we can understand each 
other(R41 group, 2 May 1990).
However, another teacher who attended an earlier EEP training 
workshop suggested that training on the decision making process was 
limited. This teacher stated:
. . .  we just got a bite of the fifteen characteristics. It was 
real hard the first time because you get a lot of things and you 
are always moving, this characteristic, that characteristic, and 
we didn't have a lot of time to absorb them (R38, 6 April 1990).
The training process enhanced and hindered the movement to site
based management. One teacher confirmed what other teachers had
suggested about the training process:
[Site based participatory decision making] gets better after the 
people come back from [training workshops] in the spring because 
they are fired up and enthused and they talk about it. That
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enthusiasm carries into the fall of the next school year and 
then we get to the time of the winter where everything seems a 
little dull but it kind of picks up in the spring again. We 
kind of go with the seasons (R37, 25 April 1990).
The lack of training in communication skills has hindered the 
process. The inability to converse, to examine, and to debate issues in 
the context of a meeting caused significant implementation difficulties 
with the site based participatory decision making process. One teacher 
declared:
The faculty meetings have had too many put downs of people. As 
in somebody having an idea and then there's a put down with 
words by other staff or administration. [Sometimes] just very 
quietly with a word or a look and the people don't say very much 
after that (R44 group, 2 May 1990).
The teachers at both sites were aware that there had been a lack 
of training at the outset for implementing site based participatory 
decision making. Many teachers believed that all faculty members needed 
to be trained together. They further believed that training in 
communications skills would enhance the decision making process. During 
individual, as well as group interviews, teachers concluded that 
everyone should be trained in communications skills. One teacher 
stated:
I think some training in SBM would have gotten things going 
faster as far as what we are doing. As far as what we have 
done, the process would have moved a little faster if we would 
have had some training in it. We did some of that stuff [group 
process] with school effectiveness, but we weren't sure of what 
we were doing, and we never took it any further (R38, 6 April 
1990).
Other teachers agreed with the need for improved communication skills:
[Teacher 1] I know there were times after I came back [from 
training] and got in a discussion and [other teachers] wouldn't 
give their side. [Teacher 2] You know there are times when you 
just know that you can't be quiet and you know this is what you 
should do and so you speak up and take a stand. I guess I will
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be quiet for a while until I reach a point then I get up again 
and make my point (R40 group, 2 May 1990).
Teachers were more knowledgeable of the site based participatory
decision making process at Site C and Site D than at Site A or Site B.
The definitions ranged from understanding the basic process to
recognizing the need for the process to evolve over time. One teacher
simply stated, "We have a little control over what we do as far as
curriculum and staff development decisions" (R37, 25 April 1990).
Another teacher expanded on that thought by adding:
Site based management means that each building does their own 
management, it becomes building decisions, at least that is how 
it was explained to us, decisions that were usually made by the 
administrator and by the superintendent would now come down and 
be made [at] the building instead (R38, 6 April 1990).
During a group interview, teachers suggested the process expands
the site role for both principal and teachers. These teachers defined
the process in the following manner:
[Teacher 1] Where the building staff, administration and 
teachers, are receiving more control and responsibility for some 
of the decisions that are made instead of this being done by the 
central office. [Teacher 2] I believe there are many stages 
that it goes through. Maybe stages isn't a good word. I should 
have said levels. Probably all of us are at different levels 
(R40 group, 2 May 1990).
The principal interpreted the process as "an evolving type of 
management" that may be difficult to achieve (R13, 16 March 1990). The 
principal's definition included decentralizing decisions to the site 
level that were traditionally made at the central office level. The 
principal believed that the central office was in the process of 
decentralizing to the sites some of the traditional central office 
decisions. The principal also lamented the lack of clarity throughout 
the district about site based participatory decision making. The
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principal believed this lack of clarity had caused administrative 
incongruence with the past and current decision making process in the 
area of accountability.
I think that [decentralization] has happened in various degrees 
where the central office, the superintendent now has site based 
management. It [the process] never has been clearly defined and 
I think each administrator has handled it differently. I think 
the more comfortable I became with it and the more I could get 
teachers involved with it the better it functioned. I think 
there is a real problem where it hasn't been defined to let go 
of that ownership that [the principal] feels. You have a 
responsibility for making decisions (R13, 16 March 1990).
The principal added, "I believe there has to be some flexibility in how
decisions are made and [in what areas] so if things go wrong, then it is
not, boom, all the principal's fault" (R13, 16 March 1990).
The site based participatory decision making process was evident 
in three areas in both schools. The decision making process was used as 
the procedural arrangement for the EEP committee meetings, the staff 
development committee meetings, and the faculty meetings. The procedure 
allowed for agenda item input from teachers, as well as discussion of 
all items on the agenda by those in attendance. Typically a show of 
hands was requested to bring closure to an agenda item.
Both sites had very few staff meetings prior to the adoption of 
the Five-Year Plan (1986). The principal related the following change 
in the administrative process:
I didn't have very many meetings. That is one of the things 
that came out of it. I think probably what I did was get more 
teacher input and do what teachers were saying they wanted 
whereas maybe many times that was ignored and I didn't even ask 
them. I think the thing that came out is that [teachers] wanted 
to have more meetings. Find out more about what is going on and 
that has been a good thing. Another is the school calendar, 
they want to know when things are and to be informed. [They 
want] an agenda so that people can put items on that. I think 
those are all real pluses and at times I wasn't able to make
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meetings and the chairperson of our EEP has chaired the building 
meetings. Those have all gone real well. . . The part that I 
have appreciated the change the most in is the blockers, I don't 
have as much negative now. That was one of the things here that 
was really bad and there are a few [teachers] that you could 
count on that anything that you brought up there would be 
something about it that was not good. Now that, I think, has 
almost all disappeared (R13, 4 April 1990).
Teachers concurred with the principal's assessment that there
had been very few faculty meetings prior to the school's adoption of the
site based participatory decision making process. Many teachers agreed
with the following teacher reaction:
[Teacher 1] We didn't have faculty meetings. [Teacher 2] Not on 
a regular basis. [Teacher 3] If there was something that had to 
be taken care of, then [the principal] would call a meeting.
[Teacher 3] It was very dictatorial, he just said this is what 
we are going to do and how we do it and that is what we did.
Whether we liked it or not. . . . [Teacher 2] Maybe some 
[opinions were asked], but not as much as we have now. Even if 
we would have said something he would not have considered it the 
determining factor in what is really going to happen. I just 
feel now we are including more staff members in some of our 
decisions too (R6 group, 4 May 1990).
Both schools have an agenda clipboard in the teacher's lounge.
At any time a teacher could advance an idea for an upcoming meeting by 
writing the item on the clipboard. It then becomes the principal's 
responsibility to ensure that the item was on the next agenda.
Most teachers observed that the process had unfolded rather 
slowly at both schools. A frequent contention was advanced by one 
teacher:
It seems like it is a little off the ground. The three that 
went to be educated about this were exited about it. I guess we 
all were to begin with but it is kind of disappearing. It 
hasn't taken hold that well (R41 group, 2 May 1990).
Many teachers were disillusioned that the process was going so 
slowly or actually slowing down. The teachers in the following
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conversation were concerned that the process was actually moving
backwards after initial successes. They stated:
[Teacher 1] We really haven't had what you would say a meeting 
[lately]. [Teacher 2] I think there was a time when we were 
feeling better. I remember that meeting that we had at the Elks 
for instance, I walked out of that meeting with a real high. I 
thought, my goodness what we have accomplished tonight, it has 
been just dynamic. . . .  we are going to see some really good 
changes. I think everyone left with those feelings. And then 
it all sort of gets forgotten (R40 group, 2 May 1990).
Teachers identified the following obstacles to the 
implementation of a site based decision making process: support, 
training, time, personalities, and leadership. These obstacles were 
evident in teachers, as well as the principal. Many teachers agreed 
with the following discussion concerning some of the generalizable 
implementation difficulties the site experienced while attempting to 
adopt SBM:
I think [it will be difficult for] the person who has a 
definite idea of how he wants the building to be, who is used to 
making decisions, and probably all the decisions. I think it 
has to be clear that it isn't just that person's [principal's] 
personality. I think it also has to do with the personality of 
the people in the building. Very authoritarian personalities 
probably don't like to have decisions questioned. [Teachers] 
probably lack flexibility. These are hindrances by teachers to 
adopt the [process], to make it evolve more slowly. Also, I 
think the leadership ability of the administrator is vital. I 
think if SBM is to work that the administrator has to really 
believe in it (R43 group, 2 May 1990).
Additionally, another teacher in the group interviewed had
concerns about the ability of people to change. This group suggested
that people become comfortable in the roles that they have learned to
perform over the years and that this comfort makes change difficult.
[Teacher 1] Some people feel more comfortable being dictated to 
and need to be given real specific direction. Others feel very 
threatened by that and I think we all find our niche in dealing 
with things. [Teacher 2] Then there are those who become upset
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when just a certain few do all the planning. [Teacher 1] I 
think personality plays a big part, but I feel the personality 
of the administrator in the building is the key to it all. I 
think SBM can be very threatening for the administrator, 
especially when he has many years of experience as an old school 
administrator. I think the personality of the administrator and 
the ability of the administrator to adjust to site based 
management is probably the key to how the building goes (R40 
group, 2 May 1990).
Another teacher was more specific concerning the ability of
teachers to change. This teacher had attended the EEP training workshop
and in turn was one of the teachers responsible for training the
teachers in the EEP program at the school site. This teacher stated:
I was on the original team that went to the first meeting. It 
is tough to change some people. They are still doing what they 
were taught to do when they became teachers. They are really 
teaching just like the teachers they had when they were in 
school (R39, 6 April 1990).
A number of teachers were also concerned that the end product
would be no different than in the past. These teachers were aware that
the process did allow for teacher participation. However, they were not
sure that the participation by teachers led to a constructive change in
the ability of teachers to influence the decision making outcome. Many
teachers had not reached a level of trust in the site based
participatory decision making process. One teacher associated the
outcomes of a building restructuring decision to the lack of real
teacher influence in the decision making process. This teacher stated:
They [the administration] try to use [the process] to get what 
they want. That [superintendent], he started it but when the 
restructuring committee came with ideas he turned them down. It 
makes no sense what they did. It's dumb (R46, 7 February 1990).
Nonetheless, when asked, each teacher believed the site based 
participatory decision making process should continue. However, one
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teacher further defined the availability of time as a major deterrent to
increasing the participation at the school site:
I think another problem is that we lack the time to get 
together. Our aides and cooks should get involved. The time 
element [makes it difficult]. When is a good time to do this.
Some of them live quite a ways out of town so after dinner is 
not a good time. After school, the cooks and some of the aids 
have to come back. I think getting together is part of our 
problem (R41 group, 2 May 1990).
Another teacher, while frustrated that the process was not 
working better, advanced an optimistic picture agreed to by all four 
teachers in this interview group, "I think that all we need is 
facilitation, if it can be arranged in other buildings, it can 
definitely be arranged in this building" (R43 group, 2 May 1990). 
Additional teachers saw the decision making process in an encouraging 
light. One teacher related:
I would say it is an improvement, but we have a long ways to go.
I think [teachers] feel a little more ease talking about things, 
bringing up things. There is always a chance that it will work 
so they are willing to take the chance and maybe this time it 
will work (R45 group, 4 May 1990).
What teachers liked most about the decision making process was 
clearly the chance to participate in the decision making process. One 
teacher stated:
Well there are just general things that go on day to day that 
were just always made by those above and you were told what to 
do. Now at least we can sit down in staff meetings and discuss 
things and decide what the staff wants to do (R37, 25 April 
1990).
Another teacher added:
I think there is a lot more discussion within the building about 
issues. I think that is vital. I think there is a lot more 
give and take in our staff meetings and a lot more involvement 
from staff members in the questions brought. Some people don't 
take the opportunity to take part in the dialogue throughout the
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day, the week, but those are probably the same people that don't 
interact in the staff meetings (R42, 2 May 1990).
The principal identified accountability as a positive outcome of
the movement to site based participatory decision making. This outcome
reduced the tensions between administration and teachers in resolving
decisions. The principal explained:
[Greater teacher accountability] is one of the things that I 
have seen evolve. It is very easy and I have been guilty of it 
when I had little [involvement in] decision making, if things 
were done by someone else, they were doing it to us. The 
central office is doing it to us. It is oftentimes easy to 
blame [central office] and for teachers also to blame the 
building principals when things weren't going right. Well, [the 
principal] is doing it to us. When you do give [teachers] 
decisions, sometimes, at early meetings when we were in this, 
some people that were likely to [blame others] didn't want to 
make decisions. They didn't want to be able to not be in a 
position to sit back in hindsight and criticize (R13, 16 March 
1990).
Site based participatory decision making was not an overwhelming 
success at these two sites. The decision making process was initiated 
as a top-down process with very little training available for the 
principal and staff. The teachers who originally endorsed the process 
were looked upon with some suspicion by other staff members. Teachers 
were not always able to differentiate site based participatory decision 
making from their involvement in the effective schools program. Many 
teachers were not sure whether the principal supported the process or 
whether the process would continue to be utilized in the future. The 
teachers were concerned that the process would require more time than 
they were able to contribute to the process.
However, given the negatives, all the teachers interviewed 
believed that site based participatory decision making was a good idea 
and that the sites should be more involved with the process. Most
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teachers specifically believed that the principal maintained too much
control and that this control should be distributed through the use of
site based participatory decision making. The following teacher
conversations generalized the beliefs of teachers at both sites:
[Teacher 1] I don't think some people would be as enthusiastic 
as other people would be [to increase the process], but I don't 
think there is anyone that doesn't agree with the theory.
[Teacher 2] I think that is pretty accurate. [Teacher 3] I 
think it is important to actually do it [SBM], not just 
verbalizing it, not just saying you are going to be able to do 
this, you are going to be able to do that, but when it comes 
right down to it, that you have control to do it. I think that 
is very important (R6 group, 4 May 1990).
Site E and Site F
Site E and Site F were schools under the administration of the 
same principal. The administrative design at both schools was in 
transformation. Both schools were experimenting with the foundations of 
site based participatory decision making. The teachers in these schools 
continued to identify the administrative processes, beyond their 
schools, as primarily hierarchical. Teachers believed the 
administrative decision making process at both schools embraced staff 
participation in the decision making process. The fundamental vehicle 
for teacher participation was the faculty meeting.
The staff identified the district's school board at the apex of 
the administrative process. The superintendent and central office 
directors maintained the next level. The ensuing administrative level 
was the principal at the school site. The following level, the normal 
line-staff relationship maintained by teachers beneath the principal was 
evident, yet decreasing. Staff at both sites were significantly 
involved in many site level decisions.
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Most of the teachers at both sites believed the decision making 
process at the site was worthwhile. Many teachers believed the decision 
making process needed to become even more democratic.
The school site organization had been made aware of site based 
participatory decision making. Most of the staff in both schools had 
heard of the district's Five-Year Plan.
Site based participatory decision making was adopted by both
sites during the 1985-86 school year. The employment of the
participatory decision making process was made one year in advance of
the adoption of the same process at Site C and Site D. During June of
1985 the principal and a team of teachers from Site E and Site F
attended a regional Educational Effectiveness Program. The catalyst for
participation at this workshop was a concern by the principal and
teachers that the school climate at both sites needed attention. The
operative word seemed to be teacher burnout. The principal related:
Why I ever got into this [SBM] anyway is because I was feeling 
this staff was frustrated and getting burned out. Remember that 
old time term, burnout? I said what do I do, my people are 
overworked, underpaid, what do I do. Everything is going wrong, 
they are frustrated and want to get out of [teaching]. You know 
what I was told, "Those people aren't big enough." What! That 
knocked me for a loop. I heard one guy, he gives workshops and 
he said, "How can you burn out when you have never been lit."
He said they have to be lit first before they can burn out.
Some of them have never gotten lit and that is why they are 
frustrated. He said get them involved. Get them involved in 
things that relate to them, the kids and whatever (R12, 13 March 
1990).
Teachers agreed with the principal's assessment. One teacher 
stated, "I think we were having poor climate and we had so many years 
where teachers were moved over, teachers were moved out, teachers were 
cut. I would say [our involvement with EEP was] due to the climate"
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(R47, 25 April 1990). The long-term economic difficulties, teacher 
strike, and consolidation of a neighboring district all contributed to 
the adverse climate at both sites.
After joining the Educational Effectiveness Program (EEP) in 
1985, the teams from both schools began deliberations on selecting two 
or three effective educational attributes to emphasize during the 1985- 
1985 school year. The EEP recommended that member schools do a self 
study followed by the implementation at the school of two or three 
characteristics identified in the effective schools literature as 
existing in quality schools.
After the EEP workshop the teams came together with the 
principal to identify the district's goals and objectives. The 
district's goals and objectives were to be a stepping off point in the 
development of goals and objectives for each school site. Concomitant 
to the EEP activities at the site level, the central office was 
initiating efforts to adopt the Five-Year Plan (1986). The principal 
attended the first administrator's workshop under the guidance of the 
new superintendent in the fall of 1985. At this meeting the principal 
heard about the district's plan to implement site based participatory 
decision making as part of the Five-Year Plan. The principal recognized 
some similarity in the superintendent's plan and his sites' involvement 
in the EEP. He became apprehensive about the support from the districts 
for his sites as they continued their involvement in the EEP. The 
principal related his concerns to the superintendent during the summer 
retreat for administrators. The principal disclosed:
It really scared me because I was thinking, [superintendent],
what are you doing that is going to undermine what I have
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already started in my group (EEP). . . .  I thought, what is he 
doing to me. . . .  I said [superintendent], this is exactly what 
[Site E and Site F] are into right now with our EEP school, with 
effectiveness-the fifteen characteristics, and where we are 
going to go site management wise. [The superintendent] didn't 
give me an answer right away and everybody was quiet, silence, 
and I just went phew, what is going on here. Because I felt 
threatened. I felt paranoid at that point. [The 
superintendent] said, "Well I see it like this. This Five-Year 
PI an. which is basically the same kinds of things that you are 
looking at in EEP, I find it like this, the Five-Year Plan is a 
nest, and each of the schools that enter into the EEP situation 
can be nested in the Five-Year Plan." That relieved me at that 
point, and that was a good move and [the superintendent] used it 
many times after that. That it was a nesting process, the Five- 
Year Plan is a nest to cradle the other buildings. Within that 
nest we build our family. The nicest way that he could ever put 
it. To relieve me, to take that paranoid feeling away from me 
so then I felt he wasn't trying to undercut my program. After 
that I was feeling OK. Then I knew that I could go ahead and 
continue with my plans and my buildings and that part, so the 
committees and I got together, we planned a [meeting] for our 
two building staffs to sit down so that we weren't coming 
together to put it on them (R12, 13 March 1990).
The EEP information meeting for all staff members was scheduled
prior to the beginning of the 1985-86 school year. The team arranged a
soup and salad meeting at one of the local restaurants to acquaint the
staff with the EEP process. The principal stated:
We wanted to have a time before school to share with them what 
the training had done, what the training meant, and how we were 
going to include them in the process so that they didn't have to 
feel that we as a committee had been away and we were going to 
come and we were going to show you how this world should run.
We wanted them to get to be a part of that process and we wanted 
them to feel ownership and comfortable with it. . . .we shared 
the fun things, the intense things, the training, the 
background, the research and what direction we were starting to 
look to go and how we were going to include them in it. It was 
the best move we made (R12, 27 February 1990).
The sites received $1,500 per building in EEP monies for the 
purpose of staff development. These dollars originated at the district 
school board level. All schools joining the EEP were required to commit
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money to the training process. The principal stated, "I couldn't have 
had more support" from the school board (R12, 12 April 1990).
The 1985-86 school year was utilized by both sites to become
familiar with the fifteen characteristics identified by EEP as existing
in quality schools. The principal stated:
We took that year to get familiar with EEP. We went through the 
characteristics, taught them, showed them. We went through the 
research . . .  of the fifteen, we just took that year to get 
familiar with all that (R12, 13 March 1990).
The following year the staff at each school selected the 
characteristics that they believed would benefit their site the most. 
Both schools used a needs assessment to assist them in determining which 
characteristics to adopt at the site. Site based management was one of 
the characteristics chosen by each site. The sites also chose 
curriculum, discipline, and parent involvement as characteristics to 
examine. The parent committee initially established success. However, 
this initial success was reduced over time. The staff concluded that 
participation in each of the four characteristics initially selected was 
too much. Most staff members recommended that a site adopt two, or at 
most three, characteristics initially. Site based management remained 
as the structural avenue at committee meetings for teachers to maintain 
continued involvement in the decision making process at the school site. 
The principal stated, "You have to have [SBM] in place to work with 
these other things" (R12, 13 March 1990). Site based management was not 
evident prior to the Five-Year Plan (1986).
Educational Effectiveness Training, which included training in 
SBM, was made available through the use of the site's staff development 
money. Most of the teachers at both sites had received EEP training.
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The training was available for the original team and subsequent training 
was accessible for new members coming onto the EEP team.
Beyond EEP training, the staffs at Site E and Site F received 
very little training in site based participatory decision making. 
Initially, the superintendent reviewed the participatory decision making 
process with the staff. Further discussion of the process took place at 
faculty meetings during the early stages of the movement to SBM. There 
was very little formal training outside of the EEP workshops.
Most teachers at Site E and Site F were aware of the
superintendent's Five-Year Plan (1986) initiative. Most teachers had
positive feelings about the district's adoption of the Five-Year Plan.
However, teachers were mixed in their views as to whether they were in
site based participatory decision making because of EEP or the
district's Five-Year Plan (1986). One teacher suggested that the
superintendent wanted to give the teachers more of a say. Another
teacher also credited the superintendent:
I feel that [the superintendent] just wanted us to take on some 
of the responsibilities that the main office had. [This 
includes] the staff . . .  as well as the principal. I think 
[the superintendent] always looked at our school as being a 
unit, I don't think he always felt [the principal] was part of 
the cabinet and that [the principal] would bring it back to the 
teachers. I think [the superintendent] was pretty much up front 
with staff people (R47, 25 April 1990).
Others believed that EEP was primarily responsible for the 
utilization of site based participatory decision making by both sites. 
One teacher stated:
We are involved with SBM because of EEP. It doesn't have 
anything to do with the focus plan. I am not sure at this time 
if my colleagues in this building have even read thoroughly the 
focus plan for [this district] (R48, 25 April 1990).
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The teacher was correct in suggesting that many of the teachers 
may not have read the Five-Year Plan (1986). In fact, the teachers were 
mixed in their beliefs as to what prompted their commitment to the site 
based participatory decision making process.
Additionally, a few teachers remained skeptical of the
superintendent's advocacy of the site based participatory decision
making process. Some harbored the belief that the decision making
process was initiated by the superintendent to get what he wanted from
the district. One teacher related:
[What] I think is that we were on these task forces (district 
committees) . . .  I was on a task force and I think we were 
being used. We were there as a tool, because many times the 
decisions that we made [were not good enough] . . . and our task 
force would be called back together again because this is not 
going to work, because it was not the way that [superintendent] 
wanted it to work. . . .  I think that [the superintendent knew 
what he wanted], this is something that he wanted to do and this 
was the way, how it was going to be and he used the task force 
as a vehicle to get to that end. That is what good 
administrators are able to do (R49, 9 February 1990).
Many teachers remarked that the superintendent was a very 
influential participant in the decision making process. For some, the 
superintendent was seen as being an intimidating factor, for others as a 
strong advocate for the educational needs of the school district.
As a collection, the teachers at Site E and Site F were more
knowledgeable about the site based participatory decision making process
than teachers at any of the other sites in this school district. The
definitions varied greatly. Most teachers at Site F agreed with the
following definition offered by a Site F staff member:
I think what we are trying to do is get control, as much as 
possible, within a certain building. . . .  it is just basically 
where the superintendent gives control at the building level to
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the principal first, and the principal passes it down to 
teachers (R50, 26 April 1990).
A non-certified staff member from Site F, who had received EEP
training, defined site based participatory decision making process as:
Site based management is decision making at the building level 
by the staff, both certified and noncertified. But there are 
decisions that teachers and administrators must make separately.
I feel that the effectiveness team and site based go together.
I would say that site based is what we do every Wednesday 
morning at the faculty meeting (R51, 22 March 1990).
Another teacher from Site F was more specific as to the importance of
teacher involvement in the decision making process:
That is the process that we go through so that all of us have 
accountability. If the school is falling apart, all of us are 
responsible for it, not just the principal or the superintendent 
who hasn't checked on the principal. It would be all of us 
together. That is why SBM is very dangerous because if the 
principal isn't willing to let the staff have ownership into 
activities that are going on, then it is useless to even enter 
their arena. . . . You don't get much praise in administration. 
That is why SBM should hopefully get everybody to be responsible 
for a time. If we all worked together to resolve [questions], I 
am sure things would be better (R48, 25 April 1990).
The definitions were less empowering to the teachers at Site E.
The definitions at Site E typically placed more responsibility on the
administration for the final decision. One teacher declared:
I think it is letting teachers help choose curriculum and 
textbook selections. Those types of things that should be 
taught. . . .  I think that a teacher should be included on 
committees, but I think that the final decision is up to the 
principal and the board of education. I feel the principal has 
had a lot of experience working with teachers and textbooks.
Most of them have experience in teaching in the classroom, even 
though it was many years ago. They still know good material and 
what should be in the material. I think somebody has to have 
that final word and I think it should be the administration.
That is what they are paid for and I think they should have that 
responsibility (R49 group, 4 May 1990).
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In the beginning, the involvement in EEP and the utilization of
site based participatory decision making proved exciting for all
participants. The principal characterized this stage:
We were very dynamic when we came off the ground and wanted our 
colleagues to know what the characteristics were. . . .  We 
wanted so much to share that information and we worked together 
to bring this about, an awareness into [the] committees. We 
made a mistake by having too many committees. We had everybody 
on a committee, we were workaholics for the first few months. 
Suddenly we realized that all our committees were not feasible 
to come off the ground. . . . there were four (committees) for a 
small group and the building was smaller than it is now. We 
expected [the committee members] to meet night and day. I think 
it was kind of humorous. We went to two committees (R12, 12 
April 1990).
At both sites, staff was defined to include teachers, aides,
secretaries, and custodians. Both sites invited all staff members
interested in the process to be a part of the decision making team. One
teacher related the following relationship between certified and
noncertified personnel on the decision making team:
In our building, staff is anybody that works here. I think 
sometimes there are hard feelings [between certified and 
noncertified staff] but it is because in a way something was 
phrased wrong or some teachers maybe still think they are more 
important. I think we have some hard feelings, but I think 
overall everybody treats everybody alike, we have the same 
authority to discipline as management or vice versa, I really do 
think we have become quite a unit for having gone through so 
many changes in the last years (R47, 25 April 1990).
Another teacher stated, "I feel [noncertified] opinion is as important
as mine. I think it is looked at the same as what I have to say is. I
feel it is real fair, I really do" (R47, 25 April 1990).
Interest in the decision making process by noncertified staff 
members varied. All were invited; however, some chose not to be 
involved. One noncertified staff member declared:
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When I joined the team three years ago, I asked if you needed to 
be certified to join and everyone said no. That was a great 
feeling. I believe in everything EEP believes. I learned about 
site based by going to the effectiveness school activities.
[The principal] thought that was great. He was glad that I had 
volunteered. He was very positive. When he said I would be 
going to the workshop, I felt great. I feel that the 
effectiveness team and site based go together. . . . Some 
noncertified think they should be vouchered for attending 
meetings in the evening. A few are doing what they have to do.
Some resent it (R51, 22 March 1990).
Teachers recognized a change in the administrative process since
joining EEP and the adoption of site based participatory decision
making. One teacher generalized the changes:
We have had an opportunity to make decisions, up until that time 
we were told. Or else, we would ask at a meeting and maybe only 
the clipboard heard our concern and that stymied it. You would 
have to bring it up again, and again, and again, and only the 
clipboard [would hear]. I can tell you that administrators in 
this district . . . [were] only clipboard administrators. They 
truly gave the teachers the feeling that yes, I am going to take 
care of this, but [the concern] only went to the clipboard (R48,
25 April 1990).
As with Site C and Site D, the site based participatory decision 
making process was visible in three areas in both schools. The decision 
making process was used as the procedural arrangement for the EEP 
committee meetings, the staff development committee meetings, and the 
faculty meetings.
The staff development process at both sites was coordinated by a 
committee comprised of teachers and the principal. The committees met 
once a week at Site E and when necessary at Site F. The staff 
development committee at each site "rides herd on conferences and 
workshops" (R12, 12 April 1990). The central office maintained a line 
item staff development account for each school. The control of staff
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development dollars was recognized by teachers as a decentralization
outcome of site based management. One teacher stated:
Staff development was just given to us in the last year or so.
We have within this building our own staff development committee 
and we bring requests to that committee and they can make 
determinations at this level whether the applications are 
accepted (R50, 26 April 1990).
The principal observed that the decentralization of the staff
development process to the site committee improved morale, as well as
the climate at the site. The principal declared:
It gives [teachers] the feeling that they make a difference.
They do have input on what goes [on] in this building. Before,
I use to say we have these many dollars, ladies and gentlemen, 
now let's go to this conference, let's go to that conference.
Now who would like to go? I would just take it on as 
administrator. I did it all myself. Now I put it on them and 
they feel like they are in the ball game and they are involved.
It is a totally different thing. They really feel fine about 
this. They really have a much bigger stake in this. I think it 
is a plus for them. . . . It is not easy, they have to meet 
more, meet more on things that they want to meet on. It is not 
that I am pushing them to meet on something. That is the 
difference (R12, 13 March 1990).
Most teachers from both sites identified the faculty meeting as 
the focal point of the site based participatory decision making process. 
One teacher stated, MI see the faculty meeting as a SBM process" (R47,
25 April 1990). However, other teachers noted that the EEP committee 
meetings also incorporated the decision making process. Each site 
scheduled faculty meetings weekly. The principal facilitated Site E and 
Site F combined faculty meetings once a month. All other faculty 
meetings were facilitated by teachers. The faculty meeting procedure 
allowed for agenda item input from teachers, as well as discussion of 
all items on the agenda by those in attendance.
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The principal was a voting member of the committees that were in 
place. The principal stated, "I have a vote like everybody else. Not 
an overriding vote" (R12, 13 March 1990). However, the principal was 
not sure how he would respond if the committee voted against his wishes. 
The principal provided insight:
I think I play ball so closely with the team that they know what 
I don't want. As a member of the team I have some influence. 
Although there are some things that may come along from time to 
time, there is just no way it is going to happen that much 
because I think they are sensitive to my feelings, my desires 
too, as the principal. I think they do respect me. I feel 
comfortable with that. I think they know about what I am 
thinking because we meet a lot and talk. I think they know my 
feelings. Maybe that's good, maybe that is bad, but I think 
that they go right along with what I am shooting for sometimes.
As time goes on and they get more comfortable and more familiar,
I am having more people object to what I know and that is good.
I am feeling more comfortable. I'll have to say that I felt in 
the process that letting go of some of the leadership qualities 
to them was not easy. And I'll turn that right around and say, 
getting some leadership roles [for the teachers] was not easy.
It is a two way, hard street (R12, 13 March 1990).
Most teachers, at both sites, believed that the principal
encouraged staff participation in the decision making process. Most
teachers were happy with the outcomes of the decision making process at
the site level. A teacher who agreed with this impression cautioned:
I think my present administrator is very comfortable about 
giving up some of his power; however, he doesn't listen to 
everyone in the process, he is listening to only a few. And 
eventually that will create problems. Because I really feel 
very strongly that if you are going into site based, than 
everything has to be developed at the staff meeting and everyone 
has to be involved (R48, 25 April 1990).
Most teachers noted an increase in staff participation at 
faculty meetings almost immediately after adopting the decision making 




[Teacher 1] In fact, [the principal] doesn't always chair the 
meetings. They are chaired by faculty or other staff members.
I guess comparing [my district] to the other two districts that 
I have worked in, I feel that the staff here has a lot more 
influence on the decisions. I think that at both the committee 
processes and the faculty meetings, particularly the faculty 
meetings, there is more discussion where everybody who wants to 
get involved. The staff meetings in the other districts were 
more informational. [Teacher 2] I think that when I first 
started here the meetings were more information type meetings.
I think that since [the superintendent] came and started the 
site based management type of thing, decisions do trickle down. 
[Teacher 1] We have started but I think there are some decisions 
that we can have more influence on. Although I don't 
necessarily feel that we should influence all decisions. When 
you look at budget and some of the things in the spring 
processes, cuts and things, I don't know that I want anybody 
making those with my fellow colleagues. [Teacher 3] When I saw 
the big change is when we drifted into effectiveness or EEP. It 
made us more aware of these parent involvement types of things 
and sharing responsibilities, decision making (R56 group,
19 April 1990).
Teachers had not arrived at closure as to which decisional areas 
they should be involved in as a staff. Most teachers believed that 
curriculum and instructional issues should be decided through teacher 
participation. One teacher stated, "Curriculum, I think, is a key area 
[for teacher involvement], but the money and things like that I don't 
know that teachers need to get involved in that" (R52 group, 4 May 
1990). Three teachers, during a group interview, suggested the lack of 
financial training as the primary obstacle for teachers in the financial 
realm. One teacher stated, "The principal has been trained in finances 
. . . where a teacher really hasn't" (R52 group, 4 May 1990).
Additionally, most teachers preferred not to become involved in 
decisions related to staff reduction. The principal concurred with the 
teacher's opinion. "But when it comes to cutting staff, [teachers] want 
nothing to do with that. Colleagues, they will not touch. . . . Climate
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is the big reason why" (R12, 12 April 1990). However, the staff became 
involved in serious district-wide issues beyond the area of curriculum.
School restructuring was a topic that received considerable 
district-wide attention during the 1989-90 school year. The following 
conversation occurred during a morning staff meeting on February 14, 
1990, at Site F. This agenda item was toward the end of the meeting. 
There was very little time available for the teachers to respond. The 
principal introduced the agenda item, facilities restructuring, to the 
staff. Initially there was no response, followed by a question, and 
then additional questions:
[Teacher 1] What is the possibility of [Site F] getting another 
section of third graders? [Principal] It looks like there will 
be another section of third graders. [Teacher 1] But we are 
running out of space! [Teacher 2] What about relocatables, has 
the district thought about using them? [Principal] Yes, they do 
add space, but they last a long time. [Teacher 3] Do you 
promise not to take a leave. [A reference that illustrated the 
need to stay united] [Principal] No, I don't promise . . .  we 
don't want to move backwards . . . the board was behind us on 
restructuring. We need to know where they are at now. [Teacher 
4] We need to schedule more time to discuss this issue (Staff 
meeting, 14 February 1990).
Most teachers were wondering where the future with site based
management would take them. Many were concerned that the process was
decelerating. One teacher from Site F characterized involvement with
site based participatory decision making as sporadic:
I think we have made some steps forward and then at the same 
time a step or two backward and then some more gains and a few 
more steps backward. . . . overall I think we are making more 
decisions about how our building is running and things that we 
do, but I think it has been slow, a slow process (R47, 25 April 
1990).
A teacher from Site E was disheartened by the lack of activities 
during the 1989-90 school year.
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[Site E] hasn't done much this year. We have prioritized 
building needs but haven't done much about it. Last year we had 
a newsletter going out. This year we have nothing. We never 
set it up for this year (R53, 22 March 1990).
However, this teacher then noted that teacher enterprise at Site E was
recently gaining momentum, "In the last couple of months we developed
three committees: learning outcomes, motivation, and a building
committee on restructuring" (R53, 22 March 1990).
The principal was more optimistic about how the process was 
functioning at that time:
I would say it is at the stage today where we are so busy 
putting things together, resolving whatever difficulty there is, 
that we haven't zeroed into what we are all about in school. We 
are basically continuing with the same momentum (R48, 25 April 
1990).
Chapter V reported the data from the qualitative study at the 
school district. Chapter VI summarizes the quantitative and qualitative 
findings, presents the conclusions, and makes recommendations drawn from 
the study.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary
The fundamental purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship of principals' and teachers' attitudes and perceptions 
toward the implementation of a site based participatory decision making 
model that was adopted in a small school district. A supplementary 
purpose of this study was to describe the specific variables that 
influenced each school site's movement toward implementation of the site 
based participatory decision making model.
This study incorporated quantitative and qualitative research 
procedures to provide multiple perspectives about site based 
participatory decision making as implemented in a small school district. 
An analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data will be presented 
in the conclusion, discussion, and recommendations of this chapter.
The quantitative design included a forty question survey.
Thirty questions incorporated a Likert-type scale, six questions were 
demographic, and four questions were open-ended. The same survey 
instrument was used for principals and teachers. The survey instrument 
was originally developed in 1986-87 by Eric A. Witherspoon. The Site 
Based Participatory Decision Making Survey was studied and adapted by 
this investigator.
The Site Based Participatory Decision Making Survey provided 
information on the attitudes and perceptions of teachers and principals
203
204
in order to examine (1) the attitudes of principals and teachers 
regarding the process, (2) how it was functioning in their schools, and 
(3) perceptions of areas for involvement of teachers in the decision 
making process.
The qualitative design was utilized to describe specific 
variables that impacted each school site's movement toward 
implementation of the site based participatory decision making model.
The investigator incorporated a site decision making master list in an 
effort to learn more about site decision making behavior at each school. 
The primary questions asked each interviewee during the formal 
interviews were generated from this list.
The qualitative data collection procedures included a review of 
the district's documentation, observation of site based participatory 
decision making committee processes, and group and individual 
interviews. The investigator identified connections among elements 
emerging from the analysis of the survey questionnaire and the 
qualitative data collection. Through the use of qualitative procedures 
the investigator provided an "interpretive understanding of human 
interaction" that influenced the elements (Bogdan & Biklen 1982, 31).
The study setting was a small school district where a site based 
participatory decision making model had been adopted by the district's 
school board in the spring of 1986. One hundred fourteen Site Based 
Participatory Decision Making Surveys were distributed to teachers and 
principals in the district. Eighty-six surveys were completed and 
returned for a 75.4% return rate. All of the surveys were useable and 
were included in the data analysis. Of the eighty-six surveys returned,
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four were from principals and the remaining were from teachers. The 
surveys were distributed at six school sites within the district 
studied. Of the thirty-six surveys disseminated at site A, 61.1% (n=22) 
were returned; site B returned 23 of 28 (82.1%); 91.6% (n=ll) were 
returned for site C; fifteen surveys were distributed at site D with a 
93.3% (n=14) return rate; site E returned four of eight (50%) surveys; 
and 80% (n=12) were returned from site F.
Each of the four principals engaged by the school district 
participated in the study. The district employed one principal at Site 
A and one principal at Site B, while two principals were employed with 
each administering two sites respectively (Sites C and D, and Sites E 
and F).
Because the independent samples were drawn from samples of 
different size, Tukey's test for unequal sample sizes was employed to 
determine which means were significantly larger than the other means.
An alpha level of .05 or less was used as the level of significance.
An item analysis was conducted on the survey questions. A t- 
test analysis was utilized on survey questions to statistically compare 
the teacher responses with the principal responses.
Summary of Quantitative Data
The quantitative data findings were based upon the results of 
the statistical analysis of the data collected in this study. There 
were no significant differences found between all principals and all 
teachers regarding their attitudes toward site based participatory 
decision making process.
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The district's principals and teachers agreed with the site 
based participatory decision making process. The mean scores of the 
survey questions regarding the site based participatory decision making 
process indicated that the total sample of principals and teachers 
participating in the study were in agreement with the basic tenets 
incorporated in the site based participatory decision making process.
Additionally, no statistical difference was found among the 
principal and teachers at the six sites regarding the site based 
participatory decision making process. As a decision making process, 
the principals and teachers at each site were in agreement with the 
basic tenets included in the site based participatory decision making 
process. The mean scores of the principal at Site B and the teachers at 
Site F reflected the highest agreement with the site based participatory 
decision making process.
There were no significant differences in the attitudes of 
teachers among the school sites regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process. As a decision making process, the teachers at 
each site were in agreement with the basic tenets incorporated in the 
site based participatory decision making process. The teachers at Site 
F and Site B, respectively, reflected the most agreement with the 
process.
When combining the sample, there were no significant differences 
found between the attitudes of all principals and all teachers at the 
school sites regarding how the site based participatory decision making 
process was functioning. However, there were significant differences 
among the attitudes of the principal and teachers at selective school
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sites on how the site based participatory decision making process was 
functioning.
The differences in the principals' and teachers' attitudes 
regarding how the process was functioning among sites were as follows:
1. Site C agreed more strongly than Site B that the decision making 
process was functioning as it was designed to function.
2. Site E agreed more strongly than Site B or Site A that the decision 
making process was functioning as it was designed to function.
3. Site F agreed more strongly than Site B or Site A that the decision 
making process was functioning as it was designed to function.
Additionally, there were significant differences in the 
attitudes of the principal and teachers at the school sites when the 
samples were categorized under the administration of the principals on 
how the site based participatory decision making process was 
functioning. The elementary principals and staffs more strongly agreed 
that the decision making process was functioning as it was designed to 
function in their schools than did the secondary principals and staff. 
The differences in the principal and teachers' attitudes regarding how 
the process was functioning under the leadership of each principal among 
sites were as follows:
1. Sites C and D agreed more strongly than Site B or Site A that the 
decision making process was functioning as it was designed to 
function.
2. Sites E and F agreed more strongly than Site B or Site A that the 
decision making process was functioning as it was designed to 
function.
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3. Sites E and F agreed more strongly that the decision making process 
was functioning as it was designed to function than Site C and D.
There were no significant differences found between the 
perceptions of all principals and all teachers at the school sites 
regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site based participatory 
decision making process. The district's principals and teachers had 
similar judgment when identifying areas for teacher involvement in the 
decision making process. However, teachers and principals both gave 
their lowest grand mean score to the "evaluation of teachers" question 
as an area for teacher involvement in the decision making process.
No statistical difference was found among the principal and 
teachers at the six sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the 
site based participatory decision making process. The mean scores of 
the principal at Site E and F and the teachers at Site D reflected the 
strongest agreement for the areas of teacher involvement in the site 
based participatory decision making process.
There were no significant differences in the attitudes of 
teachers among the six school sites regarding areas for teacher 
involvement in the site based participatory decision making process.
The teacher mean score at each site suggested agreement with the need 
for teacher involvement in site based participatory decision making.
A t-test analysis was conducted on survey items comparing 
teachers with principals. The survey data suggested that teachers 
believed they had the expertise to be involved in educational decisions 
at a significantly higher level than did principals. The survey data 
indicated that principals believed that teachers were currently involved
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in the educational decisions affecting the school at a significantly 
higher level than did teachers. The survey data also suggested that 
principals believed that teachers had meaningful input in establishing 
educational goals and setting educational priorities in the school 
buildings at a significantly higher level than did teachers. The survey 
data also indicated that principals believed that teachers were provided 
with the information necessary to make educational decisions at the 
school site at a statistically higher level than did teachers.
The principal's attitudes at each site regarding site based 
participatory decision making as a process differed significantly from 
teachers' attitudes regarding how the process was functioning at their 
respective sites. The Teachers at Site A, Site B, and Site C and D 
indicated significantly less agreement that the process was functioning 
as it was designed to function at their site than their respective 
principal indicated regarding the principal's attitudes about the 
process. The teachers at Site E and F indicated significantly more 
agreement that the process was functioning as it was designed to 
function at their site than their principal's attitudes about the 
process.
Summary of Survey Qualitative Data
The qualitative information was gathered from the Site Based 
Participatory Decision Making Survey and from on-site investigation.
The survey included four open-ended questions that provided the school 
district respondents with an opportunity to offer their insights on the 
site-based participatory decision making process adopted by the school 
district. Of primary importance to the investigator were the elements
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that had influence on the implementation of the site based participatory 
decision making process at the six school sites.
The chance to participate in the decision making process was the 
most frequently reported positive reaction given by respondents to the 
question of what they liked most about the site based participatory 
decision making process. The benefits derived from teacher 
participation in the decision making process were seen by teachers as 
multifaceted.
Teamwork, cooperation, sharing, collegiality, a potential to 
change mindset, and eventually improved educational decisions for 
students were all believed to be constructive outcomes of the 
participatory decision making process. These outcomes, as well as the 
process itself, nurtured the feeling of ownership among the 
participants.
With ownership came the conviction that teachers would be more 
supportive in carrying out the decisions that were cooperatively made, 
as well as having more accountability for those decisions. Teachers 
believed the end result of this decision making process was an improved 
school climate, elevated teacher morale, and greater personal self­
esteem.
However, participation also had its downside. When identifying 
what they liked least about the decision making process teachers 
expressed concern that too often not all who had the option to 
participate did so. The willingness of some teachers to sit on the 
sidelines frustrated teachers involved in the decision making process.
At the same time, some teachers were concerned that not all the teachers
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had reached out and embraced the site based participatory decision 
making process at the school sites.
Teachers were having difficulty clarifying the decisions that 
should emanate from the district level from those that should be 
reserved for each school site. There were feelings that district-wide 
cohesiveness would suffer, particularly in the area of curriculum 
development. Potentially, the process could fuel the flames of 
district-wide discontent, one school in competition with another.
There was a lack of awareness about how the decision making 
process should function, as well as an existing awareness that limited 
training did not provide the participants with the prerequisite skills 
necessary to effectively participate in the process. For many teachers, 
the process was not yet seen to be in place.
Support for the process was an unknown. Many teachers believed 
that there was very little support for the decision making process from 
some of the district's principals. It was further believed that even 
when a principal supported teacher involvement in the process, the 
principal often was still able to defeat the democratic aspects of the 
process by ultimately controlling the decision outcomes.
There were a number of concerns reflecting the dynamics of the 
process. Teachers did not always feel that principals listened to what 
they had to say. They were unsure whether all participants had the 
ability to separate out the needs of the individual from the needs of 
the school. Still others felt somewhat uncomfortable with the 
responsibility of being accountable for the outcomes of the committee's 
decisions. Other respondents identified the quality of the outcomes as
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being in direct relationship with the quality of teacher participation 
in the process.
Time was an issue. Many teachers believed that the decision 
making process was another responsibility given to teachers that would 
ultimately vie for what little time they had available during the school 
day.
When queried about what makes the decision making process most 
effective the primary response was "participation by all." However, for 
this to happen, principals and teachers would need to support the 
process and the outcomes of the process. There was a desire for a 
trusting atmosphere conducive to open dialogue between and among 
principals and teachers.
A structure for the decision making process, understood by all, 
needed to be in place. It was perceived that the decision making 
structure should provide adequate training for the participants, an 
understood set of procedures, time to effectively participate, and an 
evaluative phase that would assess end products of the process.
The final survey question asked respondents what caused site 
based participatory decision making to be least effective.
Participation was again the core consideration. For the decision making 
process to function well, a democratic approach was believed to be 
fundamental. An effective site based participatory decision making 
process necessitated a reduction in the role of participants who adopted 
a power player strategy, whether principal or teacher.
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Once again, the need for inservice training was perceived to be 
paramount for success. At least two faculties had received no inservice 
training and other faculties believed they had received too little.
The lack of time, too little information, a shortage of 
important issues, a dysfunctional school climate, and the desire for 
better leadership were concerns of respondents. Additionally, a large 
number of teachers were unable to provide a response to any of the 
questions. They were not aware of the site based participatory decision 
making process.
On-Site Qualitative Data
The interviews with school district personnel were conducted 
over four months. Fifty-one formal taped interviews of thirty to ninety 
minutes each were conducted. In addition, a large number of informal 
conversations about the substance of the study occurred with district 
employees throughout the time of the study.
The investigator was impressed with the cooperation of most of 
the district's employees in contributing to an open dialogue. Each 
interviewee demonstrated a desire to participate, as well as an interest 
in the study. On only a few occasions did the investigator sense a 
desire of the interviewee to be cautious in the conversation. However, 
even in those situations it was evident that the desire to participate 
by the interviewee was unmistakable. In fact, it was those interviewees 
who seemed especially receptive when in a secure environment to discuss 
areas that influenced this study.
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The interviewees were verbal and needed little encouragement to 
share information from their own perspectives during the interview 
process. All interviewees were knowledgeable and articulate.
District Level
The superintendent, with the support of the school board, 
initiated the adoption of a five-year plan. In the spring of 1985 the 
school board authorized the development of a plan by the superintendent 
that eventually included the implementation of site based participatory 
decision making. However, even though the board had reviewed and 
adopted the plan they had not been extensively involved during the 
developmental stages.
The primary purpose of the plan was to change the educational 
climate within the district. The superintendent, as well as a number of 
teachers and school board members, believed the educational process had 
stagnated under the leadership of the district's principals. These 
individuals believed that the principals prevented initiation of new 
educational ideas. For this reason, school board members, the 
superintendent, and some of the district's teachers believed that there 
would never be a higher quality educational program in the school 
district without the active participation of teachers.
In September of 1986, the school board adopted a building level 
management policy that encouraged all staff to participate in decision 
making at the site level. This included teacher participation in the 
following decision making areas:
1. instructional improvement and innovation
2. input into policy development
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The policy required the participation of building staff in site 
level decisions. The board policy also required the superintendent to 
involve school district staff in the development of district-wide rules 
regulations, and procedures for the operation of the school.
The superintendent established the Academic Management Team 
(AMT) for this purpose. Participants on this team included the central 
office staff, site principals, and teacher representatives from each 
school site. The district budget provided for substitutes for the 
teachers who participated on this team. In October of 1986, the 
Academic Management Team held its first organizational meeting. The 
superintendent was an ad hoc member of the AMT.
Five committees were initially established linking the AMT to 
the district level committee structure: reading, writing, computer, 
Project Chariie/Drug/Alcohol, and PER (a state mandated curriculum 
committee). A teacher was assigned to each of the following committees 
reading, writing, computer, and Project Chariie/Drug/Alcohol.
The first phase of the Five-Year Plan identified five subgoals 
to launch district level support for the facilitation of instructional 
improvement efforts at the site level. Each of these subgoals was 
related to the process of site based participatory decision making:
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1. To increase the building level flexibility in making financial 
decisions within the constraints of their established budgets.
2. To increase the building level autonomy in the management of their 
special education programs.
3. To establish formal communication linkages to facilitate continuous 
dialogue and support for building level management.
4. To review our overall personnel management system.
5. To increase the amount of public contact with our schools and make 
them aware of the building level management system (Five-Year 
Plan. 9).
The second phase of the Five-Year Plan specifically referred to 
site based management. The document stated, "To encourage school-site 
management with considerable autonomy in determining the exact means by 
which the goals and expectations of the district and building are to be 
met (Five-Year Plan. 11).
Even though the plan was adopted by the school board, it 
remained difficult for most of the employees of the school district to 
feel any ownership. For a number of teachers, the plan evolved as a 
bottom-up process. These teachers recognized that they had pushed the 
issue. Many teachers had circumvented the leadership of their site 
principal by going directly to the superintendent to obtain support for 
curricular change. Nonetheless, most employees of the district, whether 
principal, teacher, or school board member, felt little ownership of the 
site based participatory decision making process as set forth in the 
Five-Year Plan. Those individuals believed the Five-Year Plan had
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evolved from a top-down process. They believed that primary ownership 
of the plan belonged to the district's superintendent.
Upon the adoption by the school board of the Five-Year Plan, the 
central office provided each certified employee of the school district 
with a copy of the plan. Additionally, copies of the book, One School 
At a Time (1985) were distributed to the school board, principals, and 
Academic Management Team members. This book provided a "cookbook 
approach" that informed the reader of the site based management process 
for decision making, as well as describing how to implement the process. 
On a number of occasions, the district superintendent encouraged the 
site principals to adopt the decision making process.
Even though few employees felt ownership of the Five-Year Plan, 
most should have been aware that the district had adopted the process. 
The Five-Year Plan had been developed primarily by the district's 
superintendent, but with input from the school board, school site 
administrators, teachers, community members, and students. The 
superintendent discussed the plan with the district's principals at an 
administrators' retreat. The plan had also been on the Academic 
Management Team's November 5, 1986, agenda. This was the second meeting 
of the AMT.
The implementation of the plan was primarily left to the 
prerogative of the principal at each site. There were communications 
from the superintendent directed to the site principals to initiate the 
decision making process. Nonetheless, there was very little formal 
pressure from either the school board or the superintendent.
218
The central office did not develop and/or coordinate a plan for 
district-wide staff development. However, the central office modeled 
decentralization by establishing the AMT, as well as delegating the 
responsibility for the staff development to the school sites. Staff 
members throughout the district viewed the decentralization of the staff 
development committee as an offshoot of the movement to site based 
participatory decision making at the district level.
The AMT experienced some difficult times. From the beginning, 
there was a power struggle that centered around the selection of the 
committee's chair. The superintendent, as a non-voting member, was 
selected, with support from teachers, as the AMT's first chair. Most 
employees, teachers and principals, viewed the superintendent as a 
strong influential verbal participant while functioning within a 
committee structure. The superintendent also perceived himself as a 
strong willed leader who was comfortable with and encouraged the change 
process.
Additional concerns evidenced by the AMT were the attendance of 
certain principals, concern about the accuracy and completeness of the 
meeting information reported back to site staff, and an on-going 
discussion about whether the meetings should be decisional or 
informational by design. Teachers continued to support the AMT during 
this time period.
Site A
Site A maintained the typical hierarchical administrative 
structure. The chain of command moved from the principal to the 
assistant principal followed by the department head and down to the
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individual teacher. For the most part, teachers were comfortable with 
this administrative arrangement. However it was not uncommon for the 
investigator to hear teachers expressing a desire to have more 
involvement in the decision making process at Site A.
Most teachers believed that the principal was doing a decent 
job. It was believed that most teachers could function under the 
principal's administrative style as long as they knew "how to play the 
game." The "game" was defined as the willingness to fight for what you 
needed.
All policy or procedural changes flowed from the top-down. 
Typically, the decision making process moved from department heads to 
the teachers. There were few opportunities for teachers or department 
heads to initiate change. The department head and faculty agendas were 
controlled by the principal.
Even so, the staff did not have an overriding concern that the 
process needed to be changed. There seemed to be a willingness to 
continue operating as they had always operated. The faculty was an 
older staff, fairly comfortable with the current school routine. Each 
staff member seemed to believe that if faculty members were willing to 
approach the principal and strongly support a request it would probably 
be granted. The process would be considerably more stressful if the 
request included an expenditure of funds. However, there were staff 
members that had been intimidated by the process.
Faculty meetings were held twice a month. The time made 
available for the faculty meetings was very limited and most meetings 
were primarily informational and controlled by the principal.
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Many teachers believed that the school's curriculum needed 
attention. However, most of the teachers also believed that nothing 
would come from advocating this concern.
The interpersonal relationships within the school were 
selective. Most teachers had a small network of individuals with whom 
they felt comfortable. Seldom did the school's administration do 
anything to support increased staff activities. Most staff members were 
not uncomfortable with the school's climate. However, there also seemed 
little to suggest that the teachers had any real enthusiasm for the 
school's ethos.
Staff development was the only school activity identified by the 
faculty that was associated with the site based participatory decision 
making process. However, membership on the staff development committee 
was limited. The staff development committee was primarily comprised of 
department heads.
The principal neither supported nor encouraged the adoption of 
the site based participatory decision making process. The principal was 
comfortable with his administrative procedures and saw no reason to 
change. Many teachers believed that the principal would never pursue 
the site based participatory decision making process as long as the 
superintendent advocated the process. The interpersonal relationship 
between the superintendent and the principal was perceived to be 
dysfunctional. The superintendent's desire to implement site based 
participatory decision making and the principal's unwillingness to 
advocate for the process at his school increased the hostilities. The 
awareness of these hostilities negatively affected an occasional teacher
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at the school interested in considering the potential for implementing 
the site based participatory decision making process.
Most teachers were unfamiliar with the site based participatory 
decision making process. A large number of teachers had never heard the 
term site based. Most of the teachers who had a working knowledge of 
the process gained that knowledge elsewhere.
Site B
The administrative design at Site B was comparable to the 
typical hierarchical arrangement. Most teachers were not comfortable 
with this administrative process. However, the teachers recognized a 
need to change the ethos of the school before any consideration could be 
given to the adoption of the site based participatory decision making 
process. There were three fundamental deterrents negating the potential 
for change in this school. The problems were: the school's climate, the 
relationships between and among the principal and staff, and the 
perceptions of the teachers and principal about the decision making 
process. Each of these areas contributed to a high level of sensitivity 
regarding the school's ambience.
The teachers identified three categories in which the school's 
faculty maintained membership. The first category consisted of the 
teachers who were perceived to be uncompromisingly in favor of the 
principal. The group membership in this category was the smallest, four 
or five teachers. The second category contained teachers who wanted to 
remain uninvolved emotionally in the climate difficulties of the school. 
This was the largest category. Teachers in this category were having 
increasing difficulty remaining neutral. The third category represented
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teachers who were perceived to be uncompromisingly against the 
principal. They had received extensive negative feedback at one time or 
another from the principal. The latter category seemed to be growing in 
numbers and in faculty support.
The participants within each category were known by the faculty 
at large. Additionally, the participants in each category were 
expressly aware that there were significant climate difficulties within 
the school. The mistrust that permeated the school's environment 
distressed the teachers in each of the three groups.
The teachers perceived the principal as a strong willed person 
who was very interested in the educational needs of the school.
However, the strong will translated into a controlling behavior.
Teachers that did not respond to the principal's educational desires 
were reported to have been verbally censured in the principal's office. 
At times, teachers believed the principal attempted to control the 
interpersonal relationships of faculty members.
For a number of teachers, job security was an on-going anxiety. 
Teachers were afraid that the principal had the power to eliminate a 
teaching position at the school and/or replace a teacher with another 
teacher from within the district.
The principal believed that his administrative style had changed 
dramatically over the past few years. The principal saw his current 
administrative style as much more participatory than it was five years 
earlier. However, even though the principal did, at times, ask for 
teachers' viewpoints on issues, the teachers did not view the 
principal's administrative style as participatory. Even when teachers
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accepted the premise that they had been involved in the decision making 
process, they maintained doubt as to the authenticity of the process. 
There was considerable teacher mistrust in whatever decision making 
process the principal exercised. The principal was aware of the unrest 
within the school.
Many teachers at Site B were knowledgeable about the site based 
participatory decision making process. Others had an incomplete 
understanding of the process. A few had their original copy of the 
Five-Year Plan. However, most teachers did not realize that the Five- 
Year Plan included the site based participatory decision making process. 
Even so, most teachers recalled the superintendent advocating the 
decision making process at their school.
The superintendent specifically requested that Site B implement 
the site based participatory process. The principal had information 
that clarified the process. Nevertheless, there had been no 
recognizable support or other behavior emanating from the principal that 
encouraged the site staff to adopt the process.
Many teachers agreed that they would like to incorporate the 
site based participatory decision making process at this site. 
Nonetheless, many teachers were unsure as to whether the principal would 
support the process or be able to work from within the constraints of 
the site based model. There was an overriding lack of trust between the 
principal and teachers, as well as between teachers from within two of 
the three faculty factions.
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Site C and Site D
Site C and Site D were under the administration of one 
principal. The administrative process at these schools was in 
transition. Both schools were experimenting with the initial stages of 
site based participatory decision making. Teachers at both sites were 
significantly involved in many site level decisions. Even so, many 
teachers believed that the administrative process used by the principal 
needed to become more democratic. Some believed that the principal 
maintained too great an influence in the decision making process, while 
other teachers believed that the influence of a small number of teachers 
had superseded that of the entire teaching staff.
Most of the staff at Site C and Site D had heard of the 
district's Five-Year Plan. However, none were aware of any type of 
district-wide implementation plan that had been developed to train 
teachers in the site based participatory decision making process. The 
site based participatory decision making process was adopted by Sites C 
and D during the 1986-87 school year. The plan was adopted as a result 
of the advocacy of the district's superintendent. Most teachers from 
both schools believed that the adoption of the site based participatory 
decision making process was a top-down mandate. Teachers also believed 
that a district-wide competitive atmosphere also generated pressure on 
their principal to employ the process.
Site E and Site F were under the administration of another 
principal and had adopted the process one year earlier than Site C and 
Site D. Within the school district, there seemed to be frustrations 
emerging from an existing competitive spirit between the teachers under
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the administration of the principal at Site C and D and the principal at 
Site E and F.
The adoption of site based participatory decision making was 
accomplished at Site C and Site D without a formal training process. 
However, both schools joined an educational effectiveness program (EEP) 
and during the regional EEP training workshop selected teachers received 
training in the site based participatory decision making process.
The selection of teachers to attend the EEP workshop by the 
principal caused discomfort at Site C. A few teachers resented the fact 
that the principal selected teachers of his own choice to attend the 
workshop. This discomfort displayed itself in an unwillingness on the 
part of some teachers to initially accept involvement in the decision 
making process.
There was very little additional formal training in site based 
participatory decision making beyond what the teachers received at the 
EEP workshop. However, subsequent to the first year, additional 
teachers requested and received training in the EEP program. Each EEP 
workshop provided minimal training in the site based participatory 
decision making process.
The teachers perceived a need for more training in the site 
based participatory decision making process. Teachers identified a 
desire to receive additional training in group process skills; the 
ability to converse in a group, to examine issues and alternatives, and 
to debate the ideas introduced. Teachers also believed that all the 
participants in the process needed to receive training. Additionally,
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the teachers believed the training would be most productive if they 
could receive it as a unit.
The site based participatory decision making process was evident
in three areas in both schools. The decision making process was used as
the procedural arrangement for the EEP committee meetings, the staff 
development committee meetings, and the faculty meetings. The procedure 
allowed for agenda item input from teachers, as well as discussion of 
all items on the agenda by those in attendance. Typically a show of 
hands was requested to bring closure to an agenda item. Both sites had
an agenda clipboard in the teachers' lounge. At any time a teacher
could advance an idea for an upcoming meeting by writing the item on the 
clipboard. The principal was then responsible for ensuring that the 
item was placed on the next faculty agenda.
The principal believed the process had greatly increased 
participation from the teachers at both sites. The principal further 
believed that the process had improved the educational program at both 
school sites.
One of the primary outcomes of the decision making process was 
an increase in the number and type of faculty meetings. Previous to the 
site based participatory decision making process the principal scheduled 
few faculty meetings and the meetings that were scheduled were primarily 
utilized to inform the faculty of the principal's latest decisions.
Since implementation of the process, the faculty believed that they had 
involvement in many decisional areas. They also believed that they were 
better informed about day-to-day issues.
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To most teachers, the implementation process was slow. Teachers 
identified the following obstacles to the implementation of the site 
based participatory decision making process: too little principal and 
teacher support, a lack of training, a shortage of time, personalities 
conflicts, and a need for improved leadership. Additionally, some of 
the teachers were comfortable in their teaching roles and this comfort 
increased the difficulty for these teachers to assume new roles. The 
same was said of the principal.
Teachers were concerned that even with the adoption of the 
decision making process, the end result would be unchanged. Teachers 
were not sure that the participation by teachers led to a constructive 
change in the ability of teachers to influence the decision outcome.
Many teachers had not reached a level of trust in the site based 
participatory decision making process. Teachers were cautious as to the 
amount of real influence they believed they had in the process. Many 
teachers still believed that the principal could control the outcome of 
the decisions.
A major desire on the part of teachers at Site C and Site D was 
a principal that would effectively facilitate the process. The teachers 
believed that the decision making process would flourish if the 
principal truly supported the teachers' efforts.
The principal believed a major benefit of the process was 
improved support for the eventual decisions made by the decision making 
committee. Site based participatory decision making had reduced and 
increased tensions between and among the principal and teachers at both 
sites.
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Site based participatory decision making was not an overwhelming 
success at either site. The decision making process was initiated as a 
top-down process with very little training available for the principal 
and staff. The teachers that originally endorsed the process were 
looked upon with some suspicion by other staff members. Teachers were 
not always able to differentiate site based participatory decision 
making from their involvement in the EEP program. Many teachers were 
not sure whether the principal supported the process or whether the 
process would continue to be utilized in the future. The teachers were 
concerned that the process would require more time than they were able 
to contribute.
However, given the negatives, all the teachers interviewed 
believed that site based participatory decision making was a good idea. 
The teachers also believed that the sites should be more involved with 
the decision making process. Most teachers specifically believed that 
the principal maintained too much control of the decisions. Teachers 
hoped that this principal control could be eventually defused through 
the continued use of the site based participatory decision making 
process.
Site E and Site F
Site E and Site F were schools under the administration of one 
principal. The decision making process at these schools was in 
transformation. Both schools were experimenting with the foundations of 
site based participatory decision making. Teachers believed the 
administrative decision making process at both schools embraced staff
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participation in the decision making process. The fundamental vehicle 
for teacher participation at both schools was the faculty meeting.
Most of the teachers at both sites believed the administrative 
process at the site was worthwhile. Many teachers believed the decision 
making process needed to become even more democratic.
Most of the staff in both schools had heard of the district's 
Five-Year Plan. Site based participatory decision making was adopted by 
both sites during the 1985-86 school year. However, this adoption was 
not the result of the district's Five-Year Plan. Instead, the adoption 
of the decision making process evolved from a concern by the principal 
and teachers that the teaching climate at both sites needed attention. 
This concern initiated membership in the Educational Effectiveness 
Program. During June of 1985, the principal and a team of teachers from 
Site E and Site F attended a regional EEP workshop. This workshop 
introduced the concept of site based participatory decision making to 
the participants.
After joining the Educational Effectiveness Program (EEP) in 
1985, the teams from both schools were required to select two or three 
effective educational attributes to emphasize during the 1986-87 school 
year. Site based participatory decision making was one of the 
characteristics selected.
During the same time frame the principal learned that the 
district had adopted the Five-Year Plan. After reconciling initial 
concerns that there might be a conflict between the district's Five-Year 
PI an and the sites' membership in EEP, the principal encouraged his 
staff at both sites to attend EEP training workshops.
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The school board supported the sites' membership in EEP. The 
money for staff development was provided from the district level and 
given to each site. All schools joining the EEP were required to commit 
money to the training process. Most of the teachers at both sites had 
received training. The EEP training was available for the original team 
and subsequent training was accessible for new members joining the EEP 
team. Beyond the EEP training, the staffs at Site E and Site F received 
very little training in site based participatory decision making. 
Initially, the superintendent introduced the participatory decision 
making process with both staffs. Further discussion of the process took 
place at faculty meetings during the early stages of the implementation 
of the site based participatory decision making process.
Non-certified staff members participated in the decision making 
process at Site E and Site F. Participants at Site F were more 
knowledgeable about the complexity of the process than were participants 
at the other schools in the district. Participants at Site E and F 
believed the process improved school decisions and caused greater 
accountability for those involved in the decision making process.
The teachers at Site E and Site F recognized a change in the 
principal's administrative process resulting from the adoption of site 
based participatory decision making. Teachers believed that the 
principal had shared some of his decision making power with the 
teachers. However, there was some concern that the principal did not 
listen equally to all site participants.
The site based participatory decision making process was visible 
in three areas in both schools. The decision making process was used as
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the procedural arrangement for the EEP committee meetings, the staff 
development committee meetings, and the faculty meetings.
The staff development process at both sites was coordinated by a 
committee comprised of teachers and the principal. The committees met 
once a week at Site E and when necessary at Site F. The central office 
maintained a line item staff development account for each school. The 
control of staff development dollars was recognized by teachers as a 
decentralized outcome of site based management.
Each site scheduled faculty meetings weekly. The principal 
facilitated Site E and Site F combined faculty meetings once a month.
All other faculty meetings were facilitated by teachers. The faculty 
meeting procedure allowed for agenda item input from teachers, as well 
as discussion of all items on the agenda by those in attendance.
Teachers identified many positive outcomes derived from 
participation in the site based participatory decision making process. 
Improved school climate, increased teacher morale, heightened self­
esteem, and greater collaboration were identified as positive outcomes. 
However, teachers had not arrived at closure as to the decisional areas 
staff should be involved in at the site level.
Conclusions
The conclusions were based on the analysis of the data 
accumulated for this study. The conclusions are not directly applicable 
to other school systems. However, conclusions similar to these in other 
studies would greatly enhance their generalizability. The data included 
quantitative and qualitative findings. The research questions will be 
clustered under the headings of the three primary variables: questions
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one, four, and seven for process; questions two, five, and eight for 
function; and questions three, six, and nine for involvement.
The findings gathered in research questions ten, eleven, and 
twelve will be synthesized where appropriate within the first nine 
quantitative research questions. The first primary variable was 
process. This variable measured the manner of thinking, feeling, and 
reacting of principals and teachers toward the site based participatory 
process.
Research question 1: Do the attitudes differ between all 
principals and all teachers at the school sites regarding the site based 
participatory decision making process?
There was no significant difference found between all principals 
and all teachers regarding their attitudes toward the site based 
participatory decision making process. The district's principals and 
teachers were inclined to agree with the tenets of site based 
participatory decision making. These findings could be credited to 
philosophical agreement with the site based participatory decision 
making process. However, the findings might also be attributed to the 
fact that the district's school board had formally adopted the site 
based participatory decision making process.
However, an item analysis of the survey questions suggested that 
there was a statistical difference between principals and teachers as to 
whether teachers have the expertise to be involved in the educational 
decisions made in the school. The data suggested that teachers believe 
they have the expertise to be involved in the educational decisions that 
affect the school more than do principals. Nonetheless, teachers and
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principals both agreed that teachers have the ability to be involved in 
the educational decisions at the school. It seems likely that 
principals placed a higher regard on the administrative training they 
received than did teachers.
Research question 4: Do the attitudes differ among the principal 
and teachers at the six school site regarding the site based 
participatory decision making process?
No statistical difference was found among the principal and 
teachers among the six sites regarding the site based participatory 
decision making process. The principal and teachers at each site agreed 
with the basic tenets of the decision making process. The results were 
similar in the four schools that had initiated the site based 
participatory decision making process as well as in the two schools that 
had not yet adopted the process. These findings could be explained on 
the basis of philosophical agreement with the site based participatory 
decision making process. However, the findings might also be attributed 
to the fact that the district's school board had formally adopted the 
site based participatory decision making process. The findings may also 
have been influenced by a deficiency in understanding the decision 
making process by some of the respondents. The principals and teachers 
at the two largest schools in the district received no formalized 
training in the site based participatory process. Additionally, there 
was no advocacy effort to adopt the site based participatory process at 
either of these two sites.
It is interesting that the principal at Site B rated the 
decision making process the highest among the four principals while at
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the same time the teachers at Site B evaluated the process as 
functioning lower at Site B than did teachers perceive the process to be 
functioning at any other site. This finding may have resulted because 
the principal philosophically believed in the process. However, Site B 
had not adopted the decision making process and there was no advocacy 
from the principal to do so. The principal was aware that his school 
faculty were experiencing a dysfunctional environment. The principal's 
agreement with the decision making process may have been a recognition 
that his administrative practices were not worked.
Research question 7: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among 
the six school sites regarding the site based participatory decision 
making process?
There was no statistical difference in the attitudes of teachers 
among the six sites regarding the site based participatory decision 
making process. The teachers at each site were in agreement with the 
basic tenets associated with the decision making process. It was 
interesting that the teachers at Site F, followed by Site B, were in 
greatest agreement with the process. This agreement with the decision 
making process by the teachers at Site F might be explained by the fact 
that the process was successfully set in motion at this site during the 
1986-87 school year. Additionally, the principal and almost all of the 
teachers, as well as some of the noncertified staff at Site F had 
received formal training in the site based participatory decision making 
process. The teachers at Site F believed that they shared some of the 
power that was traditionally reserved for the principal.
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However, this does not explain the agreement with the decision 
making process by the teachers at Site B. Site B had not adopted the 
decision making process. Additionally, the teachers at Site B had not 
received formal training in the process. The reported agreement with 
the decision making process at Site B was probably respondent reaction 
to teacher discomfort with the established administrative process 
employed at this school. Teachers at Site B were divided into three 
factions. Each faction was concerned about the educational climate at 
the school and believed the administrative procedures utilized had 
negatively affected the school climate. The negative climate associated 
with the administrative process at Site B may have led to teachers' 
agreement with the site based participatory decision making process.
The second primary variable was function. This variable 
measured the manner of thinking, feeling, and reacting of principals and 
teachers toward the site based participatory decision making process as 
it was implemented at the site.
Research question 2: Do the attitudes differ between all 
principals and all teachers at the school sites on how the site based 
participatory decision making process was functioning?
There was no statistical difference found between all principals 
and all teachers on how the site based participatory decision making 
process was functioning. However, an item analysis of the survey 
questions suggested that there was a statistical difference between 
principals and teachers as to whether teachers were currently involved 
in the educational decisions affecting the school. The data suggested
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that principals believed teachers to be involved in the educational 
decisions that affect the school more than did teachers.
Teachers at Sites C, D, E, and F believed that they had been 
involved in the site based participatory decision making process. 
However, the teachers at each of those four sites desired greater 
involvement. Teachers also observed that the principal tended to 
maintain a disproportional amount of influence in the decision making 
process. This influence was more evident at Site C and Site D.
Additionally, Site A and Site B had not adopted the site based 
participatory decision making process. The teachers at Site A 
identified their decision making process as a top-down procedure and 
indicated that teachers had very little opportunity to impact policy or 
procedural decisions. Teachers at Site B recognized that at times the 
principal asked for teachers' viewpoints on issues, however, the 
teachers did not view the principal's administrative style as 
participatory. Even when teachers at Site B accepted the premise that 
they had been invited by the principal to be a part of the decision 
making process, the teachers continued to doubt the authenticity of the 
process.
There was a statistical difference between principals and 
teachers regarding whether teachers have meaningful input in 
establishing goals and setting educational priorities at the site. The 
data indicated that the principals believed the teachers to be more 
involved in establishing educational goals and setting educational 
priorities at the site than did teachers. The data seemed to support 
principals' convictions for those teachers who were actively
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participating in the decision making process at the school sites which 
had adopted the site based participatory decision making process. 
However, even at the sites that had adopted the process, there were 
teacher concerns that some teachers were willing to sit on the sidelines 
and not participate in the process. This seemed a likely behavior for 
teachers who did not want to accept any responsibility for the decisions 
made by the committee. Additionally, involvement in the decision making 
process required supplementary time that some teachers may not have been 
willing to contribute to the process.
Continuing analysis of the findings showed a statistical 
difference between principals and teachers regarding whether teachers 
were provided with the information necessary to make educational 
decisions at the site. The data indicated that principals believed, 
more than did teachers, that the teachers were provided with the 
necessary information at the site to make decisions. The data suggested 
that many teachers did not feel they were part of the information 
network at their site. The teachers at Site A described their decision 
making process as a top-down procedure and indicated that teachers had 
very little opportunity to be involved with site policy or procedural 
decisions. Teachers at Site B were aware that, at times, the principal 
asked for teachers' viewpoints on issues. However, the teachers did not 
view the principal's administrative style at Site B as participatory.
The teachers tended to believe that the principal managed the 
information in such a way that the teachers received only the 
information the principal thought advantageous to his goal.
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For the teachers who were actively participating in the site 
based participatory decision making process at Sites C, D, E, and F the 
data seemed to support the concept that teachers received the 
information necessary to make educational decisions, this was most 
evident at Sites E and F. The principals at Sites C, D, E, and F had 
attempted to involve teachers in the decision making process.
Research question 5: Do the attitudes differ among the principal 
and teachers at the six school site on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning?
Significant differences were found among the attitudes of the 
principal and teachers among the six sites about how the site based 
participatory decision making process was functioning. The responses of 
the principal and teachers at Site C indicated that they were in 
stronger agreement that the decision making process was functioning as 
it was designed to function than did the responses of the principal and 
teachers at Site B. This may be accounted for through the adoption of 
the site based participatory decision making process by Site C during 
the 1986-87 school year. The principal and teachers at Site C were 
functioning at the initial stages of site based participatory decision 
making. Teachers tended to believe that they were significantly 
involved in many site level decisions. Additionally, many teachers at 
Site C had received training in the decision making process after its 
adoption.
This was not the case at Site B. Site B had not adopted the 
site based participatory decision making process even though the 
superintendent had requested adoption. There had been no recognizable
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support or encouragement emanating from the principal at Site B 
encouraging the adoption of the process. Many teachers at Site B wanted 
to consider the potential of the site based decision making process. 
However, the teachers seemed to be unsure about whether the principal 
would support the process or be able to work from within the constraints 
of the site based model. It seems likely that these concerns were due 
to an unresolved lack of trust between the principal and teachers at 
Site B. The teachers at Site B indicated that the school climate was 
dysfunctional.
Significant differences were found between the attitudes of the 
principal and teachers at Site E and F about how the site based 
participatory decision making process was functioning at their site and 
the attitudes of the principal and teachers at Site B, Site A. 
Significant difference was also found between the attitudes of the 
principal and teachers at Sites E and F and the principal and teachers 
at Sites C and D about how the site based participatory decision making 
process was functioning.
The principal and teachers at Site E and F indicated they were 
in stronger agreement than the principal and teachers at Site B, Site A, 
and Site C and D that the decision making process was functioning as it 
was designed to function. The adoption of the site based participatory 
decision making process by Site E and F during the 1986-87 school year 
may have accounted for this belief. The principal and teachers at Site 
E and F employed the fundamental concepts of site based participatory 
decision making. The teachers seemed to believe that the decisional 
process at Site E and F embraced staff participation in the decision
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making process. Most of the teachers at Sites E and F also indicated 
that the site based participatory decision making process was 
worthwhile.
This was not the case at Site B, Site A, and Site C and D. (See 
previous conclusions for Site B in research question five.) Most 
teachers at Site A seemed unfamiliar with the site based participatory 
decision making process. A large number of teachers suggested they had 
never heard the term site based. The principal at Site A indicated he 
had not advocated for the adoption of the site based participatory 
decision making process. It seems likely that the site based 
participatory decision making process was not functioning at Site A 
because the principal was comfortable with his personal administrative 
style. Additionally, a poor interpersonal relationship between the 
superintendent and the principal may provide one reason that kept the 
principal from implementing the site based participatory decision making 
process. The superintendent maintained a desire for the adoption of the 
process at Site A.
Teachers at Site A suggested that all policy or procedural 
changes flowed from the top-down. It seemed evident that not all 
teachers at Site A were comfortable with this administrative procedure. 
It also seemed likely that teacher discomfort at Site A was a 
consequence of the principal's authoritative style of leadership. 
However, many teachers at Site A seemed either comfortable with this 
style of leadership or were not willing to push for change. Teachers 
indicated a reluctance to initiate change because it would most likely 
cause tension with the principal.
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The teachers at Site C and D had fully adopted the process one 
year after site E and F. The teachers at C and D were not in agreement 
that the principal fully supported the decision making process. The 
teachers believed the principal maintained too much control of decision 
outcomes. The teachers at Site C and D also experienced difficulty 
among staff members in fully accepting the process.
Research question 8: Do the attitudes of teachers differ among 
the six school sites on how the site based participatory decision making 
process was functioning?
The pattern of significant differences found in research 
question eight about the attitudes of teachers among the six school 
sites on how the process was functioning was similar to the pattern 
found in research question five. However, the qualitative conclusions 
discussed under research question eight are specific to teacher 
convictions. Significant differences were found among the attitudes of 
the teachers at the six sites on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning. The teachers' attitudes 
regarding how the process was functioning at Site C differed 
significantly with the attitudes of the teachers at Site B. The 
teachers at Site C indicated that they were in stronger agreement that 
the decision making process was functioning as it was designed to 
function than did the teachers at Site B.
The teachers at Site C indicated they were meaningfully involved 
in the decision making process. Most of the teachers at Site C had 
received training in the site based participatory decision making 
process. The teachers at Site C received their initial training in the
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decision making process through membership in an effective schools 
program. The district offered no additional training in the process.
The teachers at Site C believed that the process would function better 
if the teachers received additional training in using group process 
skills, developing greater ability to converse in a group, examining 
issues and alternatives, and debating the ideas introduced. Even though 
the teachers at Site C supported the decision making process when 
compared to Site B, they also tended to believe the process should be 
functioning more effectively. Teachers at Site C indicated the 
following obstacles hindered the site based participatory decision 
making process: a lack of principal and teacher support, a lack of 
training, a shortage of time, a conflict among some personalities, and a 
need for improved principal leadership. Teachers at Site C believed 
that some instructors had become too comfortable in their role as 
educators and this comfort increased the difficulty for teachers to 
advocate for change.
Site B had not adopted the site based participatory decision 
making process. The teachers at Site B indicated they had not advocated 
the adoption of the process. Most teachers at Site B identified the 
need for the school climate to change before any consideration could be 
given to adopting a new administrative process.
Many teachers at Site B indicated they wanted to incorporate the 
site based decision making process. However, the teachers seemed unsure 
as to whether the principal would support the process or be able to work 
from within the constraints of the site based model. There seemed to be
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an unresolved lack of trust between the principal and teachers at 
Site B.
The teachers' attitudes regarding how the process was 
functioning at Site E differed significantly with the attitudes of the 
teachers at Site B and Site A. The teachers at Site E indicated that 
they were in stronger agreement that the decision making process was 
functioning as it was designed to function at their site than did the 
teachers at Site B and Site A.
Teachers tended to believe that the decision making process at 
Site E embraced staff participation in the decision making process. The 
teachers at Site E believed that the principal had shared some of his 
decision making power with them. The teachers at Site E also believed 
the site based participatory decision making process was advantageous.
Most faculty members at Site E had received training.
Furthermore, the teachers believed that additional training would be 
beneficial.
Teachers at Site E suggested a number of positive outcomes 
derived from the process. Improved school climate, increased teacher 
morale, heightened self-esteem, and greater collaboration were 
identified as positive outcomes. However, teachers at Site E had not 
arrived at closure regarding the decisional areas staff should be 
involved in at the site level.
This was not the case at Site B and Site A. (See previous 
conclusions for Site B described earlier in this section.) The teachers 
at Site A seemed to accept the top-down administrative style of their 
principal. The teachers that wanted change recognized that it would
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probably be difficult to maintain the needed faculty support for the 
change process. The faculty had experienced very little turnover and 
seemed fairly comfortable with the current school decision making 
process.
The administrative practice at Site A seemed to allow for very 
little teacher input into policy and procedural change. The 
interpersonal relationships within the school were selective. Most 
teachers had a small network of individuals with whom they felt 
comfortable. Even though it was not uncommon to hear teachers wishing 
for more involvement in the decision making process, few teachers 
believed that they could access this system to initiate change.
The teachers' attitudes regarding how the process was 
functioning at Site F differed significantly with the attitudes of the 
teachers at Site B and Site A. The teachers at Site F indicated that 
they were in stronger agreement that the decision making process was 
functioning as it was designed to function than did the teachers at Site 
B and Site A.
The teachers at Site F indicated that they had been involved in 
the process of selecting site based participatory decision making as one 
of the characteristics that Site F would implement during the 1986-87 
school year. This suggests that teachers were involved in initiating 
change through a bottom-up process. The participants at Site F received 
their initial training in the decision making process through membership 
in an effective schools program. Beyond the EEP training, the staff at 
Site F seemed to receive very little training in site based 
participatory decision making. Teachers believed the decision making
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process at Site F embraced staff participation in the process. 
Noncertified staff members participated and seemed supportive of the 
process. The staff indicated that the principal had shared some of his 
decision making power with them. However, there still seemed to be some 
concern that the principal did not listen equally to all participants.
Teachers identified many positive outcomes derived from 
participation in the site based participatory decision making process. 
Improved school climate, increased teacher morale, heightened self­
esteem, and greater collaboration were identified as positive outcomes. 
However, teachers at Site F had not arrived at closure as to the 
decisional areas staff should be involved in at the site level.
Consistent with the literature, the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning best at the elementary schools 
(Candoli 1991; Purkey and Smith 1983). Teachers believed that the size 
and student population of the elementary school improved the potential 
to effectively implement the process. These results are contrary to the 
findings of Witherspoon (1987) who found that site based participatory 
decision making was functioning somewhat better at the secondary level.
The third primary variable was involvement. This variable 
measured areas for teacher involvement identified by principals and 
teachers as being relevant and appropriate for the site based 
participatory decision making process.
Research question 3: Do the perceptions differ between, all 
principals and all teachers at the school sites regarding areas for 
teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision making 
process?
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There was no significant difference found between the 
perceptions of all principals and all teachers at the school sites 
regarding areas for teacher involvement. The district's principals and 
teachers seemed to have similar conclusions when identifying areas for 
teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision making 
process.
However, examination of the qualitative data indicated that 
teachers and principals were unsure whether teachers should be involved 
in the process of evaluating teachers. It is possible that teachers 
viewed teacher evaluation as a traditional administrative responsibility 
best left to the responsibility of the principal. However, it may also 
be possible that teachers were concerned that teacher evaluation could 
lead to teacher dismissal. These results could have been expected 
because the school district had experienced considerable discomfort in 
the area of teacher retention during a period of economic recession, as 
well as during the consolidation of a neighboring school district.
Research question 6: Do the perceptions differ among the 
principal and teachers at the six school site regarding areas for 
teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision making 
process?
No statistical difference was found among the principal and 
teachers at the six sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the 
site based participatory decision making process. However, for the 
teachers who were actively participating in the site based participatory 
decision making process at Sites C, D, E, and F, the qualitative data 
seemed to support the contention that these participants were having
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difficulty designating which decisions should emanate from the district 
level and which should be reserved for each school site. Teachers 
seemed to be concerned that district-wide cohesiveness could suffer, 
particularly in the area of curriculum development.
Research question 9: Do the perceptions of teachers differ among 
the six school sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site 
based participatory decision making process?
There was no difference in the attitudes of teachers among the 
six school sites regarding areas for teacher involvement in the site 
based participatory decision making process. Teachers tended to agree 
with the results of research question six. The qualitative data 
suggested that teachers wanted more involvement in the decision making 
process at all sites. However, the teachers who were actively involved 
in the site based participatory decision making process were having 
difficulty delineating which decisions should be made at the district 
level and which should be reserved for the school site.
Limitations
As can be expected, any type of research design imposes certain 
limitations of a study. Some of these are inherent in the statistics 
and their use. Other limitations that may have affected the results of 
this study follow:
1. The instrument used in this study was developed by another 
researcher and revised by this investigator. Even though careful 
attempts were given to validate the instrument, using methods described 
in Chapter III, instrument development is a complex process. Further
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studies, similar to this one, would be beneficial in establishing the 
reliability of the instrument.
2. There is a question concerning the stability of measuring 
attitude and perception. Attitudes and perceptions of a specific 
subject may vary over time.
3. The number of principals in the study was small compared to 
the number of teachers responding to the survey.
4. Although the reliability score for the variable process was 
lower than anticipated, the results are deemed adequate for 
interpretation purposes. The reader should use caution when 
generalizing the results of this study.
5. Another qualitative researcher might gather different data 
or connect additional or different meanings to the data gathered.
6. This study was limited to one school district and the 
findings are not directly generalizable to a second district. Similar 
findings in corresponding studies would broaden the implications of this 
study.
7. The investigator was familiar with the school district prior 
to initiating the study, however, every effort was taken to prevent 
investigator bias by accepting and reporting only the data originated 
with this study.
8. The data in this study was a part of a student research 
project that was limited to a narrow scope of examination. The data is 
outdated and not appropriate for evaluating the staff and should not be 
considered as documentation for evaluation purposes.
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Discussion
Consistent with Witherspoon's (1987) conclusions, there was 
agreement in this study between and among principals' and teachers' 
attitudes about the process. Teachers and principals had similar 
positive attitudes regarding site based participatory decision making. 
The sites that had adopted the site based participatory decision making 
process had experienced some success with the process. However, it was 
also evident that teachers at each site recognized that there were 
obstacles that hindered the development of the decision making process.
Consistent with David (1989a), this study identified a large 
number of deterrents that hindered the implementation of the site based 
participatory decision making process. The school district in this 
study did not develop or implement a district-wide training strategy to 
influence the adoption of the decision making model. A comprehensive 
on-going training strategy was not in place at each site. Each school 
was left to its own devises about whether they would adopt and implement 
the site based participatory decision making process.
The success of the site based participatory decision making 
process was operating at different levels of accomplishment at each 
site. Two sites had not adopted the process, three sites had moderate 
initial success, and one site was generally pleased with its progress. 
Personnel at this site believed that the principal had shared some of 
the traditional administrative power with the faculty. The faculty 
believed that the outcomes of the principal's willingness to share power 
was consistent with the literature that maintained that better decisions
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are made through the utilization of participatory decision making 
(Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990; Marburger 1985; Smith 1981).
Consistent with Witherspoon's (1987) conclusions, this study 
found a significant difference in the attitudes among principal and 
teachers at the six school sites on how the site based participatory 
decision making process was functioning. The personnel in three schools 
in the district agreed more strongly that the process was functioning at 
their site as it was designed to function than did personnel in 
comparison at two other sites. The data specific to the teachers at the 
school sites provided the same response patterns.
Three specific areas of disagreement were identified between all 
teachers and all principals. First, principals believed that the 
teachers were much more involved in the educational decisions affecting 
their school site than did teachers. Second, principals believed that 
teachers had more meaningful input in establishing educational goals and 
setting educational priorities at the site than did teachers. Third, 
principals believed more strongly that teachers received the information 
necessary to make educational decisions at the site than did teachers. 
The response discrepancies in these three areas must weigh heavier in 
the direction of positive responses from the teachers if site based 
participatory decision making is to function over time at a school. The 
incongruency of responses from these questions may also be directly 
related to the survey responses of the teachers at the two sites that 
had not adopted the decision making process.
Also consistent with Witherspoon's (1987) study were the 
perceptions of the principals and teachers regarding the areas for
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teacher involvement in the site based participatory decision making 
process. The principals and teachers in the school district had similar 
conclusions when identifying areas for teacher involvement in the 
decision making process. However, the teachers had not reached closure 
as to the extent of their involvement in curricular and teacher 
evaluation issues.
The teachers in this study were unsure about which decisions 
should be the responsibility of the district and which should be 
reserved for site level decision making. The teachers wanted site 
involvement in the curricular decisions; however, they also wanted to 
insure district-wide cohesiveness of the curricular efforts. Consistent 
with the research of Jenni and Mauriel (1990), the teachers in this 
study who were actively involved in the decision making process believed 
they were able to influence the process, yet they were unclear about 
what their role should be in curricular decisions.
An analysis of all the data appears to be consistent with the 
literature that positive change had taken place at the four sites that 
had initially adopted the site based participatory decision making 
process (Jenni and Mauriel 1990; Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 1990; Martin 
1990; Witherspoon 1987). The principal and teachers at each of the four 
sites developed a basic understanding of the site based participatory 
decision making process. The teachers and principal at these sites 
experienced success and failure with the site based participatory 
decision making process. Additionally, the principal and teachers at 
the four sites had a greater awareness of the complexity of the general
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administrative process. Nevertheless, teachers at each of the four 
sites wanted increased involvement in the decision making process.
The purpose for the adoption of the site based participatory 
decision making process was not clearly defined for all the employees in 
the district. The superintendent developed the Five-Year Plan and the 
school board formally adopted the plan; however, only one principal in 
the district clearly supported the process. There remained general 
teacher concerns about principal support for the process at two of the 
schools that had experienced some success with the process.
Additionally, the teachers at the two schools that did not adopt the 
decision making process were not sure whether the principals at those 
schools would be willing to support the process. It seemed evident that 
without the long-term support of the principal the process would 
eventually fail in any school. However, the two schools that 
experienced the most success had both top-down and bottom-up support.
It seems likely in this situation that top-down and bottom-up support 
would tend to increase the chances for the success of the innovation.
There was an imbalance of information sharing at the schools 
that experienced some success with the site based participatory decision 
making process. Additionally, in the two schools that did not adopt the 
site based participatory decision making process there was an absence of 
information. This absence of information prevented teachers from 
considering the adoption of the decision making process from the outset 
at two sites.
Research suggests that there is an administrative reluctance 
towards change (Hersey and Blanchard 1982; Purkey and Smith 1983). As
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the adoption of the Five-Year Plan was a top-down effort, the 
administrators at each school had the capacity to control the 
documentation, information, training, and expectations for the process.
The success of the site based participatory decision making 
process is enhanced with extensive district-wide support and training 
prior to and during the implementation of the process (Malen, Ogawa, and 
Kranz 1990; Jenni 1990; Joyce and Weil 1986). However, there was no 
training at two sites and a lack of training to support the desired 
objectives at four sites.
Teachers desired additional training in group process skills.
The school sites that had implemented the process were experiencing some 
interpersonal conflict among teachers in the decision making process. A 
willingness on the part of teachers to share competitive ideas is at 
times difficult. For a teacher to be "at-risk" with his or her own 
ideas requires confidence. All teachers do not have the same level of 
confidence in expressing their own viewpoints on controversial ideas.
It is difficult to communicate thoughts and ideas that may not fall 
within current standards.
One school had a dysfunctional climate that could best be 
characterized as formal, tense, and rigid. It appeared that there was a 
lack of trust between and among the principal and the teachers. Many 
teachers at this school were hoping to just "survive" the school year. 
The dysfunctional environment at this school frustrated any effort to 
consider the site based participatory decision making process adopted by 
the district's school board. Most participants believed that the 
school's climate would need attention before there could be any
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successful realization of the restructuring of the decision making 
process. However, it is interesting that improved climate is directly 
linked to the adoption of site based participatory decision making 
(Purkey and Smith 1983; Smith, Mazzarella, and Piele 1981).
There were interesting characteristics at the second school that 
chose not to participate in the process. A perceived difficult 
interpersonal relationship between the superintendent and the principal 
existed at this school. The superintendent requested that this school 
participate in the process. Nevertheless, the principal unilaterally 
chose not to pursue the site based participatory decision making 
process. This investigator was unable to conclude whether there was a 
conscious attempt by the principal at this site to isolate his faculty 
from the influence of the district superintendent. However, it was 
evident that the principal at this school was more comfortable using an 
authoritative leadership model. Most faculty members supported the 
principal's pattern of administration. It also seemed likely that most 
teachers were more comfortable in their established routines than they 
would be in a position advocating the adoption of the site based 
participatory decision making process.
The restructuring of the decision making process was attempted 
without an evaluative structure to redefine direction, redirect 
energies, and recreate enthusiasm for the process as necessary at each 
school. This investigator believes that the success of an innovation is 




The following recommendations are offered based on the 
investigator's inquiry in the course of this study:
1. Further empirical research should be implemented in the 
general area of site based participatory decision making.
2. Specific research should be conducted to determine the 
environmental distinction between elementary and secondary schools that 
impact the adoption of the site based participatory decision making 
process.
3. Specific research should be conducted to determine the 
potential of educational programs that have successfully adopted site 
based management to achieve second level change.
4. A comprehensive plan should guide the change process in a 
movement to site based participatory decision making. It is recommended 
that the district should attend to the following corrective measures to 
enhance their site based participatory decision making process:
a. A district-wide plan should be developed to identify the 
decisions that are to be directed to the site level from those that are 
to be reserved for the central office.
b. The district should provide the resources necessary for each 
site to develop an implementation plan for the site based participatory 
decision making process. The implementation process should include an 
annual site and district evaluation phase.
c. The district should provide adequate training to principals 
and teachers in developing communication skills, in the complexities of 
decision making process, and in group dynamics.
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d. The district should provide the resources necessary to 
increase the time available for teachers to participate in the decision 
making process.
The recommendations submitted by this investigator support, and 
are supported by, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) who provide the 
following considerations for the reader:
a. First, site-based management plans must specify what authority 
is distributed, and the manner in which the discretion of site 
participants is conditioned and constrained by contractual 
agreements, by district, state or federal policies, procedures, 
and/or accountability provisions.
b. Second, site-based management plans must provide site 
participants adequate resources, namely time, training, 
technical assistance, and supplemental funds.
c. Third, site-based management plans must recognize the 
orientations of site participants and the norms of schools can 
nullify the impact of formal policy provisions (pp. 54-55).
5. The school district in this study should develop and
implement an evaluative procedure to review and revitalize annually the
district's mission statement, goals, and objectives. In accordance with
this study, it is recommended that the school district should evaluate
their on-going implementation of the Five-Year Plan by using the





1. I feel that teachers should be involved in 
the decision making process within this
school. SA A D SD
2. Parents should be involved in decisions 
affecting this school.
2. Community representatives should be in­
volved in decisions affecting this school.
4. Students should be involved in decisions 
affecting this school.
5. I feel that teachers do have input
in the decisions affecting this school.
S. Teachers should be involved in only the 
decisions which affect them directly.
7. Teachers should be involved in most of the 
decisions affecting this school.
8. The principal supports using the building- 
based shared decision making process
in this school.
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
9. Building-based shared decision making 
leads to school improvements.
10. Teachers have meaningful input in 
establishing goals and setting 
priorities in this building.
11. Better decisions are made in this school 
when teachers are involved in a shared 
decision making process.
12. Teachers have the expertise to be 
involved in decisions in this school.
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD
13. Building-based shared decision making 
SIP teams are involved in meaningful
decisions, not just "token" decisions. SA A D SD
14. Building-based shared decision making
diminishes the authority of the principal. SA A D SD
15. Teachers are provided with enough infor­
mation to make decisions in this building. SA A D SD
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Use the statement below with Items 16-27.
The building-based shared decision making process should 
include teachers in decisions involving:
16. School budget and expenditures SA A D SD
17. Inservice training and faculty meetings SA A D SD
18. Principal/teacher relations SA A D SD
19. Certificated support personnel SA A D SD
20. Parent/teacher relationships SA A D SD
21. Teacher personnel policies SA A D SD
22. Student personnel policies SA A D SD
23. Evaluation of teachers SA A D SD
24. Curriculum content and philosophy SA A D SD
25. Instructional materials SA A D SD
26. Instructional methods and grouping SA A D SD
27. School priorities SA A D SD
28. School procedures SA A D SD
The following descriptive information is needed to
analyze the information from the opinionnaires. Please 
circle the response which best describes you.
29. Age: 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 over 60
30. Sex: Male Female
31. What is the highest degree which you presently hold?
Bachelors Masters Masters + 30 
32. How many years have you been an educator?
Doctorate
0-3 4-9 10-15 16-20 over 20
33. How may years have you worked in your present position? 
0-3 4-9 10-15 16-20 over 20
. Are you currently a member of or have you served on a 
SIP team? Yes No
34
260
The following three questions provide you an 
opportunity to express you opinions which may not have been 
solicited through the previous statements. Please respond 
to them in the space provided.
1. The thing I 
decision making is
like best about building-based shared
2. The thing I like least about building-based shared 
decision making is . . .
3. Building-based shared decision making is most effective 
when . . .
Once again, thank you for completing this opinionnaire.
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SITE BASED PARTICIPATORY DECISION MAKING QUESTIONNAIRE
School:_________________________________________________
Circle One: SA=Strongly agree A=Agree D=Disagree SD=Strongly Disagree 
Use the following statement with items 1-15. The site-based participatory decision making process should include teachers in decisions involving:
1. School budget and expenditures SA A DSD
2. Inservice training SA A D SD
3 . Faculty meetings SA A D SD
4 . Principal/teacher relations SA A DSD
5. Certificated support personnel SA A D SD
6. Parent/teacher relationships SA A DSD
7. Teacher personnel policies SA A DSD
8 . Student personnel policies SA A D SD
9. Evaluation of teachers SA A DSD
10. Curriculum content and philosophy SA A DSD
11. Instructional materials SA A D SD
12. Instructional methods SA A DSD
13. Instructional grouping SA A D SD
14. School priorities SA A DSD
15. School procedures SA A D SD
The following demographic information is needed to analyze the information 
from the questionnaire. Please circle the response which best describes you.
16. Age: 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61 and over
17. Gender: Male Female
18. What is your highest academic degree?
Bachelors Masters Masters + 30 Specialist Doctorate
19. How many years have you been an educator?
0-3 4-7 8-11 12-15 over 16
20. How many years have you worked in your present position?
0-3 4-7 8-11 12-15 over 16




The questions that follow concern your percecptions about participatory 
decision making as a process employed by your school distict. The phrase 
educational decisions in questions 22-36 refer to the areas identified in 
questions 1-15.
22. Teachers should be involved in the educational decision 
making process within this school.
SA A D SD
23 . Teachers currently are involved in the educational 
decisions affecting this school.
SA A D SD
24 . Teachers should be involved in only the educational 
decisions that affect them directly.
SA A D SD
25. Teachers should be involved in most of the educational 
decisions affecting this school. SA A D SD
26. The principal supports using the site-based participatory 
decision making process in this school. SA A D SD
27. Site-based participatory decision making leads to 
improved student achievement.
SA A D SD
28. Teachers have meaningful input in establishing 
educational goals and setting educational priorities in 
this building.
SA A D SD
29. Better educational decisions are made in this school when 
teachers are participants in the decision making process.
SA A D SD
30. Teachers have the expertise to be involved in educational 
decisions made in this school.
SA A D SD
31. Site-based participatory decision making committees are SA A D SD
involved in meaningful decisions, rather than "token" 
decisions.
32. Site-based participatory decision making diminishes the 
authority of the principal.
SA A D SD
33 . Teachers are provided with the information necessary to 
make educational decisions in this building.
SA A D SD
34 . Parents should be involved in educational decisions 
affecting this school.
SA A D SD
35. Community representatives should be involved in 
educational decisions affecting this school.
SA A D SD
36. Students should be involved in educational decisions SA A D SD
affecting this school.
If you agree, what is the lowest grade level from which 
a student should participate?____________________
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The following themes provide you with an opportunity to express your 
opinions that may not have been solicited through the previous statements. 
Please complete the following sentences and amplify your thoughts in the 
space provided.
1. The things I like best about site-based participatory decision making 
are:
2. The things I like least about site-based participatory decision making 
are:
3. Site-based participatory decision making is most effective when:
4. Site-based participatory decision making is least effective when:
APPENDIX C
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School City of Hobart
32 East Seventh Street 
Hobart, Indiana 46342 
(219) 942-1371




Grand Forks, North Dakota 58201
Dear Mr. McDonald:
I enjoyed speaking with you about your research at the 
University of North Dakota regarding building-based shared decision 
m a k i n g .
You certainly have ray permission to utilize and/or replicate 
all or part of my doctoral research. Please feel free to modify 
my research instrument in order to best meet your needs. As we 
discussed I would be very interested in receiving feedback on your 
tests of validity and reliability regarding the survey instrument.
Best wishes in completing your doctoral studies.
5 i _ n r « o r o l  \r






I need your assistance in completing the attached 
questionnaire. The Site-Based Participatory Decision Making 
Questionnaire is part of a study being conducted to examine 
principals' and teachers' views of the implementation of site- 
based participatory decision making. Your participation in 
the study will not only assist me, it will provided district 
decision makers with valuable and needed information about 
site-based decision making from the principals' and teachers' 
perspective.
I know the demands on your time are considerable. With this 
in mind, I designed the questionnaire to be easily answered. 
It should take you no more than twenty minutes of your time.
The confidentiality of each participant will be strictly 
maintained! Neither you or your principal will be identified!
The value of this study will be greatly enhanced if you:
* provide a candid answer to the questions
* complete every question
I will be greatly assisted if you:
* complete the questionnaire today
* place the questionnaire in the specified accordion 
style envelop in the teacher's lounge today
Your assistance is greatly appreciated. I shall be most happy 
to answer any questions or provide further clarification as 
needed. I may be reached during the day at (218) 379-3292 
during the day or (218) 379-3129 during the evenings and 
weekends. Thanks again!
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ITEMS MEASURING EACH RESEARCH QUESTION
270
ITEMS MEASURING EACH RESEARCH QUESTION
1. Variable Measured: Attitudes of principal' and teachers' 
regarding site based participatory 
decision making as a process.
Survey Questions: 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34, 35, and 
36
2. Variable Measured: Attitudes of principals' and teachers' 
regarding how the process was functioning 
in their school.
Survey Questions: 23, 26, 28, 31, and 33
3. Variable Measured: Perceptions of principals' and teachers' 
regarding areas for teacher involvement 
in the decision making process.
Survey Questions: 1 through 15
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